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I INTRODUCTION 
The Book of Daniel attracted galaxies of readers from all times, because of its 
majestic themes and impressive apocalyptic language. Containing simple but great 
stories for children - and not only for them - with intriguing prophecies for the wise, it 
is appropriate for all people to study. Its claims are so challenging that both 
conservative and historical-critical scholars wrestle with them, so that different schools 
of interpretation developed in time. For Jew and for Christian, its study is a promising 
task. Philologists and linguists try to better understand its language and literary 
composition. Historians and even politicians have been equally stirred by its assertions. 
Thus it is no wonder to have one more dissertation on the prophecies of Daniel. 
This study is an exegetical attempt to understand Daniel 7 - 9 and especially to 
do significant research concerning the intimate relationship between them, that which 
was claimed by a long series of expositors throughout centuries and a few still claim it 
today. This study is far from being exhaustive, and might even be seen unsatisfying. I 
want to say, from the beginning, that my first concern was to do significant 
investigation in the Aramaic and Hebrew of Daniel, enriching my exegesis with 
structural, historical and theological concerns, within the limits of the classical 
Christian paradigm. 
Proceeding to such a pretentious study, I had understandably to face the need of 
a critical introduction to Daniel, where I keep on defending the authenticity of the 
book, because I am not satisfied with the sceptical or critically negative stance of some 
schools of theology. This might be seen as insolence, in view of the fact that I do not 
present a complete image of the new paradigm, which I am fighting with. However, 
considering the unusual difficulty of this task, the limited scope of the dissertation, and 
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the philosophical-psychological character of the problem, I decided to postpone a 
complete approach of the critical presentation, maybe for a higher degree. 
If I do not keep myself cold, as a congealed academic mastodon, dealing only 
with neutral and inoffensive data, this is not for lack of sympathy toward the "a-
theological" camp. In fact, there are so many things to learn even from the purest 
atheist scholar. 
Beyond the defensive attitude, regarding the historicity of Daniel, my exegesis, 
linguistic, contextual and historical becomes inevitably offensive. The "cartoonistic" 
manner of the apocalyptic writer to describe the brightest world powers, as they have 
been revealed to him, is in itself offensive. I apologise, from the beginning, if an Iranian, 
a Greek or a citizen of the modern Rome would be so touched by the visionary 
symbols of Daniel and their necessary interpretation. I simply cannot avoid calling even 
the Church to the divine Judgement as it results from the Daniel's prophecy. The true 
Christian love has its inherent hatred against injustice, cruelty and lie. There are also 
many positive things to say about all "beasts" and "horns" of Daniel's circus, but I 
restricted my exegesis to the negative stance required by the sacred author. 
I tried to concentrate my own research, combined with results borrowed from 
scores of different theologians, as indicated in notes and bibliography. I also inserted 
many cross-references to help the reader make important connections. 
My study starts with an introductory chapter dealing with general data on the 
book of Daniel: authorship, language, structure etc., in order to establish the 
approximate frame for theological reflection and a minimum basis to build my own 
study. 
The historical-critical school is presented briefly and occasionally in this study. I 
did not deal at large with its claims and results, but this was not to disregard the 
importance of this modern trend. My first care was to exhibit, as critically as I can my 
personal analysis of some crucial points. While my position is that of a decided believer 
in the authenticity of Daniel's life and prophetic authority, as it was always believed, I 
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sincerely appreciate any critical position, as much as it is constructive within a 
reasonable approach to this ever challenging literary product. 
6 
II GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 
11.1 The authorship and date of the Book of Daniel 
For many scholars, the matter is settled. As an apocalyptic book, Daniel is a 
composite redaction built probably from legends which appeared in the Jewish 
Diaspora during the 4'11 and the 3rd centuries BC (chs. 1-6), up to a date, say 164 BC, 
(just before the death of the Seleucid king Antiochos IV Epiphanes) when some wise 
Jew(s) in Palestine completed it with the prophetic chapters 7-12. So it has an 
apocryphal character and its predictive claims cannot be supported. Its predictive 
language is actually history up to c. 165 BC, then political guess ( vaticinia ex eventu) 
up to the Jewish messianic utopia of the end, with God's judgement and final 
restoration of the Jewish kingdom. The two critical approaches to the Book of Daniel 
may be outlined as in the following sketch: 
600 sso soo 450 400 350 300 22~ 200 t 50 r oiJ 5o r 50 TOO 
The author uses a character from the 
past (Daniel) and looks through his 
eyes at the future, actually to a recent 
history and to his present. 
~fio soo 450 400 350 300 2so 200 1so 100 so 
The author, Daniel himself, receives 
1 1000 2000 
supernatural revelations of the future 
to the End, in a visionary, symbolistic 
manner, according to the intention of 
God who inspired him .. 
The first view is suggested by some selective observations. Nevertheless, the 
actual basis of this critical position is the philosophical bias, or a kind of intuition 
stemmed from prejud·1ce, in absolute disagreement with the major historical and 
theological assertions of the book itself. In any human endeavour, the psychological 
motivations are strongest. Thus, it is very important to consider also the objections and 
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studies made by the other side~ conservative scholars who supported the authentic and 
prophetic character of the book. With the risk of being misunderstood as a merely 
religious, apologetic exposition, my study is a modest but earnest attempt to explore the 
heart of Daniel and its connections, within the conservative theological frame, showing 
especially my linguistic and theological operating house. 
Both philosophical approaches to the prophecies of Daniel have their clusters of 
variants. There are basically four hermeneutic systems (preterist, historicist, futurist and 
idealist)' for the Book of Daniel, as well as for the Revelation of John (the NT's 
apocalypse). While the futurist system is now in vogue among fundamentalist exegetes, 
who are usually dispensationalists, the historicist (named also 'old Protestant') system 
dominated the second millennium of the Christian Era down to the middle of the 19th 
century, being now represented by a few scholars only. The idealist (or spiritual) 
system and various "atheological" approaches that have only in common the 
impotence of accepting the premise of total authenticity, with very low degrees of trust, 
if any, in the book's claims for divine inspiration. 
The first rationalistic theologian avant la /ettre, who made efforts to interpret 
Daniel's book as vaticinia ex eventu, written by an anonymous Jew after the 
persecution caused by Antiochus IV, was the anti-Christian philosopher Porphyry of 
Tyre (c. 233-304), a Neoplatonic sophist. In modern times, the Porphyrian efforts have 
been resumed by Johann Semler (d. 1791) and Wilhelm Corrodi (d. 1793),2 this labour 
being continued up to date by the rationalistic, naturalistic stance of most of the 
academic works on this topic. 
The fundamental problem of any approach to the Bible is a matter of psychology, 
a matter of choice, so that many brilliant scholars are quite "fundamentalist" to their 
philosophical premises, as very well summarised Lester Grabbe, speaking about the 
critical attitude on the Ezra-Nehemiah historical sequence: 
Those who support the traditional sequence see the biblical order as fundamental and accept it 
as long as it cannot be clearly contradicted. They argue that because no decisive evidence has 
been found against that order, it should be accepted. The others start with a different 
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premise, namely that there is no reason to give credence to the biblical order, because there 
is too much uncertainty about the growth of the tradition. Therefore, the dating is determined 
by considering various arguments pro and con. Although it is accepted that some of these may 
be decisive, there is still the matter of the cumulative effect. Thus one's ultimate position is 
heavily determined by how much weight it gives to the biblical picture, and evaluation of 
other arguments will be greatly influenced by this starting point. (Underlines mine)3 
The negative criticism is from itself more influential, like any other thing of this 
kind in the world. Thus, I thought, is wiser for me to be not so eager to embrace a view 
which, not only has its specific faults, measured by its own standard, but even more, it 
is explosive for the faith. I don't think I could keep my trust in Bible and God, or in 
whatever, if I find Biblical prophets as literary farsors. It is a sad thing to loose one's 
faith. It is a deep human crisis, the tension between totalitarian exigences of the critique 
and one's need of certainties beyond any fine suspicion. To know well both views and 
ponder them in equal measure is only a critical exercise, which results in assertions like 
that of Goldingay: 
The other main [or fundamentalist] view is that if we abide by a belief in the inspiration of 
Scripture, we must see the climax of the visions as referring to the Roman period; they look 
forward to the first coming of Christ, and beyond that to his second coming. 
I find neither of these views entirely satisfactory. First, both general and specific 
considerations suggests that these visions focus historically on the Maccabean crisis.4 
11.1.a Paradigm shifts in theological studies 
Professor Izak Spangenberg from UNISA (Pretoria) showed in a recent article5 
how Biblical studies have been affected by general philosophical trends in the history 
of culture. Citing H. Kung, D. Robertson, W. S. Vorster, B. C. Lategan and others, 
Spangenberg not only reviews previous attempts of periodization in the development of 
systematic theology, but also offers for consideration a clearer presentation of the 
paradigm shifts.6 According to his analysis, there are three successive paradigms, and 
the movement from one to another, which took place by a revolutionary change each 
time, is named paradigm shift. The three paradigms are, 1. The 'Word-of-Cod" 
Paradigm (pre-critical), from the Reformation (16'" century), 2. The Historical-Critical 
Paradigm (critical), after the Cartesian revolution (17'" century); and 3. The New 
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Literary Criticism Paradigm (post-critical), since c. 1970. These paradigm shifts have 
been marked often by successive crises (e.g. that one caused by the Copernican 
revolution, that one caused by the Cartesian revolution and that one caused by the 
modern historiographic approach, which caused together the paradigm shift from the 
Reformed to the historical critical paradigms). Within the literary criticism paradigm 
some shifts in focus took place: from authorto textto reader.7 
The old Word-of-God paradigm was not simply replaced, but it lost the general 
control. The next one, the historical-critical paradigm, also was not replaced; it was 
eclipsed by the literary criticism paradigm. These paradigm shifts reflect not only the 
influence of the principal trends in philosophy and culture, so that they are not just a 
change of fashion, or a snobbish cultural adaptation, but they have deeper 
psychological and spiritual roots. Concerning the periodization in pre-critical, critical 
and post-critical, one might understand them as uncritical (fideistic), over-critical 
(rationalistic), and a-critical (subjectivistic), with each paradigm shift being an 
exaggerate reaction to the previous paradigm. 
The first important paradigm shift in theological studies led an increasing number 
of Bible scholars to adopt the historical-critical method with its humanist-scientific 
brightness. Scholars who are still believers, sons of the Word-of-God paradigm, though 
actually striving to be critical and incorporating as much as acceptable from the 
historical-critical ways, are not considered scholars anymore, by many of their 
historical-critical colleagues. Lester Crabbe, for example, shows himself very upset with 
the conservative or fundamentalist high-educated apologetes and it is unacceptable for 
him to call them scholars.8 On the other hand, I must recognise that fundamentalist 
apologetics, even when wrapped in much scholarship has also its sins and it should ... 
repent. As the righteous sufferer said: 1Will you speak falsely in God's benefit.. .?"(Jb 
1 3:7) 
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Lester Grabbe even imagines that a fair treatment of all evidence may lead to 
conservative resu Its. He means that the scholar must not be concerned with resu Its, but 
with his I her ethics and methodology. This is a fine statement: 
There may be, and frequently are, different ways of weighing a set of data. Two careful and 
sincere scholars can in certain cases come to radically different conclusions, but lhe ideal is 
that all follow the evidence wherever it leads. The evidence may lead to conservative results, 
and it is no denial of the scholarly method to come to conservative conclusions if one has fully 
considered all the data and arguments. 9 
Further Grabbe points out to the fact that "fundamentalists" also exhibit a 
sceptical frame of mind, though their scepticism is unidirectional, "it is always directed 
against any challenge to the credibility of the biblical text."10 While this objection may 
be accurate in a good measure, I wonder if these highly neutral and objective scholars 
have a totally different frame of mind. It is known that scores of conservative students 
and scholars "converted" to unbelieving or half-believing scholarship (as Grabbe 
himself confessed to be an ex-fundamentalist), while the reverse process is still 
invisible. These facts indicate that conservative believers are less fundamentalists than 
most unbelieving critics with their dogmata. While it is true that conservative critique 
"is always done within agreed limits," in spite of some disagreements between these 
people of the old paradigm, it is also visible that the scepticist critique has its limits: it 
cannot admit God's supernatural revelation; therefore, any helpful evidence for the 
faith is shunned and reinterpreted. 
There is no such thing as "neutral investigation". The best scholars make only 
faint attempts to put on the wrong shoes - of the other side. No sincere believer is 
willing to leave completely his faith for a while to do a neutral investigation, 
"whatever" it leads, and no unbelieving scholar is ready to give a better chance to the 
claims of the text itself, when supernatural features are involved. But things might be 
more complicated. Some feel that they must guard themselves against the wrong 
literature. The believer wants to betray not his faith. The unbeliever needs no evidence 
that leaves some room for the faith (just fu 11 demonstrations!). Grabbe wants "that 
writers should make clear their religious presuppositions instead of hiding them," 11 as if 
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the question "who said?" were as important as "what said?". And, if conservative 
writers are said to have abused some expressions like: "higher critics," "liberal 
scholars" and the like12, Crabbe himself abuses the term "fundamentalist" when he 
thinks that all conservative scholarship, which he directs his sometimes sound criticism, 
holds a uniform opinion that "there can be no infringement of the inerrancy of the Bible 
in its original."13 For example, the Seventh-day Adventist theologians, the only 
"fundamentalist" scholars that Crabbe selected to refer by their confessional name,14 do 
not hold to the inerrancy of the Bible in any of its stages (from the author's pen to the 
last translation) . 
... [The Biblical] revelations were embodied in human language with all its limitations and 
imperfections, yet they remained God's testimony .... The Bible 'is not God's mode of thought 
and expression. Men will often say such an expression is not like God. But God has not put 
Himself in words, in logic, in rhetoric, on trial in the Bible. The writers of the Bible were 
God's penmen, not His pen.• 15 
11.1.b Regarding the inspiration of the Scriptures 
Not a complete treatment of the controversial theology of inspiration, this is 
rather an introductive declaration to help the reader understand my hermeneutic and 
exegesis. 
Fundamentally, I accept the claim of the canonical Scriptures to have been 
divinely inspired. This inspiration is not understood as a literalist God-breathing of a 
sacred text by itself. I totally agree with the quotation above, that the authors were 
inspired not their words. In other words, the divine inspiration consists in their 
supernatural revelations (through miraculous visions, dreams, auditions, and 
promptings from the Holy Spirit), conveyed to them, by a condescending God, in 
humanly intelligible language. The mind of the sacred author is thus filled with the 
divine message, which he or she would deliver under the same inspiration, in the 
proper time, and in the proper language. "Proper" is here, according to God's purpose. 
The Scripture was given us for practical puropses only. Therefore, we should not 
seek in its text what God did not intend to convey. To simplify, the message is inspired, 
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not the language. The "Word" is from God, not the words. The human author is totally 
free, under inspiration, to choose his own language. In fact, the sacred author has no 
other language at the disposal, but his own. The human being participate in the 
delivery of the message with all that the language involves: personal education, cultural 
impress and different secondary sources of information, which subordinates to the 
divine message he I she received. 
In this human aspect of the prophet's activity, thete might be plenty of 
imperfection and possibly errors (in details due to the sources used, to the cultural 
milieu of his I her time, to his failing memory, etc. We may add to these, an unknown 
number of examples of deficient transmission of the text (with some proven errors, 
interpolations, mistaken translations, et al.). All these aspects are a sufficient proof 
against any idea of innerancy. This study is a good illustration of the fact. 
Reminding that the Bible was given us for practical purposes, we are safe 111 
accepting its divine message, and free to treat the words as they are, giving each of 
them what it deserves. However, I cannot feel safe and free to treat as error: an 
inconfortable message, some still unconfirmed data, or any affirmation which is beyond 
my present knowledge or reason. 
11.1.c The case of Daniel 
Exegetical commentaries on Daniel reflect also the general cultural-philosophical 
developments. The bias to "believe and live" was replaced by the bias to "doubt and 
flout." The ancient Porphyrian criticism was revived and it is still in vogue, despite all 
modern discoveries that seem to render justice to the old reading of Daniel. The already 
mentioned article of Lester Crabbe mentions some important objections of the 
rationalistic critique. But there are many others to mention and evaluate. 
2.1.3.1 The challenge of supernaturalism 
Presence of supernatural claims in the stories and in the apocalyptic chapters of 
the book (miracles and predictions), that are impossible according to the naturalist, 
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uniformitarian principle, is the main stumbling block for the rationalistic critique of 
Daniel and of all Biblical revelation. However, the negation of supernatural claims of 
the book, both miracles' stories and prophecies is neither scientific method by itself, 
nor a scientific result, but a philosophical position and a psychological matter. 
The principal claims of the book are, in short, that in spite of all simulacra16 
shaped by the human mind, there IS a true God, whose Providence is in charge with all 
nations and ages.17 He alone knows the future and may disclose its secrets to human 
beings. He cares about His people; He honours his loyal subjects, and sometimes saves 
them by miraculous interventions18• He also corrects some of the rebels, expecting to 
make of their story an object lesson for both contemporaries and posterity. His 
judgements visit His people19, and then extend to His prominent adversaries20, to 
correct if possible, or to punish21 . While His justice and kingdom are partially revealed 
in history, they will ultimately fall upon history in an all-satisfactory manner.22 He fixed 
some limits in time for His people's expectations.23 His prophetic revelations are true24, 
and they extend to the end of the human history25, when His grace and justice will 
bring the long expected, divine kingdom. The revelation must be sealed and preserved 
up to the end time, and the true understanding of its longest period determined comes 
only when history closes to its end, after a thorough investigation of the book.26 If 
someone cannot give any chance to this message to be divinely revealed, that is not a 
scientific problem. 
1.1.a.1 Daniel, a fictitious hero? 
So far, there is no evidence for the historicity of the supposed hero and author 
Daniel. This is true, but it is only an argument e silentio. The book of Daniel itself gives 
no less information about Daniel, than of Nebuchadnezzar or of Cyrus the Great. But 
one should admit that such a fiction must have been written by a person who knew 
Babylon and its history better than the classic Greek historians. just review the story: 
Daniel was an adolescent hostage taken to Babylon in 605 BC, from the social 
elite of Jerusalem (ch. 1 ). After finishing three years of higher education (which some 
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would call brainwashing!) at the imperial court, the named Belit-shar-utsur was 
appointed in a special service for the king (c. 603 BC). After becoming famous as 
prophetic dreams' interpreter, he was advanced as head of all sages of the Babylonian 
court (2:48-49), at some time about 600-580 BC and he seems to have held this 
honourable position even in 539 BC, though being totally ignored by the Babylonian 
king Belshazzar (Dan 5:10-16). After the Medo-Persian conquest of Babylon, Daniel is 
even advanced as a high vizier of the Iranian Empire, for a short time (6:1 ). The year c. 
535 BC is the last date recorded by him, and he must have been c. 86 years old - if he 
had been a "child" in 605 (1 :4), and fitted however to occupy a public position after 
only three years. He was given one supernatural dream (c. 600 BC), experienced one 
face to face encounter with a celestial being (c. 539 BC), and three supernatural visions 
(c. 553, 550 and 535 BC) which he wrote down as he was instructed. 
Even if archaeology is so far silent and classical historiography knows nothing 
more about Daniel than about Belshazzar, we should not hurry to draw a capital 
inference e silentio. Moreover, it is not a complete silence, if we are willing to accept 
other Biblical evidence. Prophet Ezekiel - his contemporary, according to biblical data 
- refers to Daniel as to an already famous man of God, standing alone against the 
popular tide of his day (like Noah and Job: Ez 14:20), and as a top model of wisdom (Ez 
28:3), whom God ironically compared the prince of Tyre. The spelling i,~lj (instead 
of i,~'lj) found in Ezekiel, is not a real problem, because we encounter variants of 
spelling in a lot of Hebrew names.27 The probable dates of these oracles of Ezekiel are, 
591 BC (Ez 8:1) and 586 BC (Ez 24:1 ). That means quite short but sufficient time for 
Daniel to have become famous among his people in the Babylonian Diaspora. 
The link to king Daniel/Danel from The Tale of Aq'hat which some scholars 
suggest is highly artificial and the two Daniels are rather contrasting than similar. For 
example, the Ugaritic Daniel is a king, while the Jewish Daniel is a prisoner become 
court official. The Ugaritic Daniel had a wife and a son, while the Jewish Daniel is 
single and might have been even a eunuch (cf. 2Ki 20:18 and Josephus, Antiquities, X, 
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x:1 ). The Ugaritic Daniel is a usual lover of drinks, while the Jewish Daniel is sober and 
temperate. The Ugaritic Daniel is a warrior, while the Jewish Daniel is a pacifist sage. 
The Ugaritic Daniel is a worshipper to a lot of gods and goudesses, while the Jewish 
Daniel knows no other divinity but Yahweh and avoids every share in the idolatrous 
eating.28 
The name "Daniel" itself, besides its use for the illustrious sage, might be a 
traditional name in some collateral Davidic families.29 
1.1.a.2 Canonical or socio-literary apocalyptic? 
Since Daniel is an apocalyptic book, therefore it was decreed that it must belong 
to the late, Jewish apocalyptic literature. However, the apocalyptic literature is a 
technical phrase, still disputed. The adjective apocalyptic comes from the Greek name 
for revelation I Revelation - etTIOKaA.mjn~ - the last book of the New Testament. We 
need to distinguish between the canonical apocalyptic (i.e. Daniel in TNK- and 
Revelation, in the NT)30, which shares the Biblical theology and ethics, and non-
canonical apocalyptic, which is better to be classified as apocryphal apocalyptic. 
As to the canonicity of the book, we might add that Daniel is designated as 
prophet by the Qumran texts (4QFlor), by the NT (Mt 24:15), and by Josephus who says 
that Daniel "was one of the greatest prophets" ... "He did not only prophecy of future 
events, as did the other prophets, but he also determined the time of their 
accomplishment" and that.. . 
. . . by the accomplishment of them, he procured the belief of their truth and the opinion of a 
sort of divinity for himself, among the multitude.[ ... ] all these things did this man leave in 
writing, as God has showed them to him, insomuch that such as read his prophecies, and see 
how they have been fulfilled, would wonder at the honour wherewith God honoured Daniel; 
and may thence discover how the Epicureans are in an error, who cast providence out of 
human life, and do not believe that God takes care of the affairs of the world, nor that the 
universe is governed and continued in being by that blessed and immortal nature"(Joscphus, 
Antiquities, X, xi.7). 
Though in the LXX, Theodotion and Syriac, Daniel is listed with the great 
prophets (and this position is generally understood as pre-Christian), in the Hebrew 
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canon it is placed within Kethubim, between the historical post-exilic books of Esther 
and Ezra. It was demonstrated that Daniel once belonged to Nebiim even in the 
Hebrew canon,3 1 and it appears that it was moved to Kethubim in the 2"d century AD. 
Among the motives for this move are listed, a). the presence of the Aramaic as in Ezra, 
b). the fact that it wasn't written in Palestine, c). the Messianic applications of Daniel's 
prophecies, made by the Christians, d). a fear concerning the prediction of the 
successive fall of the world empires, e). it contains much historical material as do the 
books Esther, Ezra-Nehemiah and 1-2 Chronicles, where it is placed, f). the fact that 
Daniel is not named a prophet in the OT, but a sage, and his revelations have much in 
common with the wisdom literature 32 
The study of the apocalyptic as a literary genre is a recent preoccupation. There 
are some feeble attempts to distinguish between some supposed social-movement 
named apocalyptic and the literary genre. But nobody seems to be interested in a 
serious research to answer the question, why Jews preserved only the book of Daniel in 
their canon, and rejected other apocalypses? The same question should be extended to 
the comparison of Daniel with the whole non-canonical Jewish literature of the 3rd to 
1 '' centuries BC. 
This is especially a challenge as some now canonical books were once 
disfavoured by some Jewish rabbis before the Jamnian synod, and some Apocrypha and 
Deuterocanonic writings got into the Alexandrine canon, even bringing to Danie/three 
pious additions, obviously inferior. All these favour a more conservative approach to 
the criteria of canonisation. As it is known, the non-canonical apocalypses (Enoch, 
Baruch, Ezra, e. a.) share pseudonym ity and the vaticinia ex eventu type of "prophecy". 
The contemporary Jewish authorities and posterity rejected them as fake. In such 
conditions, how could slip the Book of Daniel in the canon, if it was a pseudonymous 
apocalypse written in the 2"d century BC? How its author(s) succeeded to impose his I 
their work as canonical, while other books, more "Jewish" in their mentality, were 
rejected? There must have been a strong traditional knowledge of Daniels historicity 
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and prophetic character to be included, while the books of Judith, Ben Sirach, 
Maccabees, Jubilees, Testaments of the J 2 Patriarchs, e. a., failed to get in. 
Josephus' statement, fittingly expresses the best conclusion we can draw, if it is 
understood as representing the Jewish traditional sentiments: 
From Artaxerxes (the successor of Xerxes) until our time everything has been recorded, but 
has not been deemed worthy of like credit with what preceded, because the exact succession of 
the prophets cea•ed. But what faith we have placed in our own writings is evident by our 
conduct; for though so long a time has now passed, no one ha.< dared to add anything to them, 
or to take anything from them, or to alter anything in them (Against Apion, I, 8). 
Norman Gottwald says the Book of Daniel is the last written canonical book. 33 
According to this hermeneutic, Daniel reflects sociological-historical realities as much 
as other bizarre, apocalyptic literature.34 Attempting to draw its socio-historical 
scenario, he links it with the theme of the suffering servant from Isaiah 53, seeing, 
behind the literary data, a conflict between some Jews supporting the Babylonian 
hegemony and the pro-Persian Jews who would have been active in favour of Cyrus. 35 
Then Daniel became a piece of propaganda for Jewish resistance, "veiled as if written 
by a Jew in Neo-Babylonian captivity", though written much later (according to the 
historical-critical school), "but may include older traditions of some historical value",36 
for example, "narratives about Jews serving foreign government. ... It is even likely that 
he [Daniel's writer] drew upon and elaborated oral sagas about faithful Jews in 
Babylonian (Persian? Ptolemaic?) Exile in order to counsel patience under persecution 
in his own Hellenistic Seleucid age" (p. 97). 
Gottwald attempted to define the apocalyptic genre as "a type of revelatory 
literature with a narrative framework in which a revelation about end-time judgement 
and salvation and I or about the heavenly realms is given to a human being by an 
otherworldly messenger" .37 He lists a corpus of approximately 14 Jewish "apocalypses" 
dated between ca. 250 B.C.E. (1 Enoch 72-82) and 150 C.E. (3 Baruch). The authors of 
such wisdom-prophetic38 genre are identified as "alienated prophets or as disillusioned 
wise men". Gottwald questions the alleged influence of Persian Zoroastrian eschatology 
because the dating of its eschatological texts is more problematic than the dating of the 
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Jewish texts and because the Zoroastrian ethical dualism seems to have a totally 
different character.39 
Gottwald is well aware of the fact that his definition for the apocalyptic literature 
is debatable. And he is also conscious of the need some feel to distinguish the "'true' 
apocalyptic writings ... from those that have merely been affected by the literary 
mannerism or isolated ideas" .40 He sees that "the heart of the apocalyptic thought is a 
radically new summing and evaluation of history as having run its course' (ibid.). This 
is indeed, very striking in many apocalypses (especially in the canonical ones), but this 
feeling might be so strong because of the "cartoonistic"4 l manner itself, while the same 
thinking is more diffused in other non-apocalyptic biblical literature (e.g. in some 
classic Prophets and al I through the New Testament writings). In fact, Gottwald refers to 
some parts from Isaiah, Ezekiel and Zechariah, as "proto-apocalyptic" .42 
Gottwald sees the roots of the apocalyptic communities of the Hellenistic era, in 
the cultural, political and religious conflicts and interchange between Jews and Gentiles 
in the Dispersion and in Palestine. While in the Persian and Hellenistic Dispersion 
some Jews rose to "power and influence as government officials",43 the Jews in their 
own country were subject to the Hellenistic politics and culture, and Torah was 
threatened with disappearance. The effects of this socio-cultural struggle perpetuated 
through the Hashmonean times, as a tension between the Jewish and the Greco-Roman 
world. 
In the apocalyptic movement these conflicts came to expression as a radical option for the 
Jewish God and his righteous rule in which all the universal and individualistic impulses of the 
time were 'stood on their head,' negated by and transformed into the kingdom of God as the 
end point of history. (ibid.) 
However, Gottwald expresses his doubts concerning to the traditional criticist 
hypothesis (that the producers of Daniel were the Hasidic "party"). He thinks "this is a 
reasonable hypothesis, but unfortunately we know very little about the origins or 
membership of the Hasidim" (ibid.). Then Gottwald flirts in a few lines with the 
suggestion that the producers of Daniel "may have included Jews from the Dispersion 
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who return to Palestine during the Maccabean crisis". (p. 589) Finally he discusses what 
seems to be his personal option (the theory of the "relative deprivation"), a sociological-
anthropological hypothesis inspired from modern studies on cults and millenarian 
movements, comparing the Danielic group with the apocalypticist members of the 
Dead Sea sect. He still recognises that even this last ap;:iroach is not yet fully 
documented, and Lester Crabbe indicated that the theory of the "relative deprivation" 
could easily lead to circular reasoning, so it cannot be a safe explanation.44 
This uncertainty in the attempt to identify the real social group behind Daniel is 
not Gottwald's particularity: that is the feeling one gets from reading or just perusing 
writings that fall in the same category. One thesis is more elegant than other, but all are 
still assumptions. And as Philip Davies from the University of Sheffield tells it, 
"especially at a time when methodological obfuscation often parades as intellectual 
sophistication, methods are to be judged by their results and not their elegance". Then 
he offers his own elegant thesis. Including many good literary observations that could 
well take their proper place in an old-paradigm, integrating view, he tries to 
substantiate the assumption that the redacting group behind Danie/were a "fallen elite" 
of scribes in search of pol'itical power, by hold.mg secrets, mysteries.45 (Good job! They 
may have looked like a Masonic lodge!) His last reference to the ambiguous place 
occupied by the Temple in Daniel should have lead to the suspicion that Daniel's 
author lived indeed in a time when the Temple and the City lay in ruins, with their 
restoration to be expected. The total absence of Jerusalem (except as a ruined city) and 
of the Temple (except as a robbed and demolished house, further to be restored, 
polluted, or ruined as the visions show) are rather good indications toward the real 
author living in the first years of the Persian Empire. 
Gottwald isn't sure whether the supposed group behind Daniel were "alienated 
prophets or ... disillusioned wise men" or even "priests disaffected from the Jerusalem 
cult", as the Dead Sea scrolls suggest for some apocalyptic writings, because 
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apocalyptic literature have been produced both in Palestine and in Dispersion. And 
because ... 
. . . it is questionable whether apocalyptic circles were ever closed homogenous groups of 
prophets, wise men, or priests ... The extreme sociopolitical conditions of the time would have 
tended to trigger realignments of traditional lines of thought and new coalitions of people 
working for particular interests.46 
For John Collins47, the Danielic maskflfm 'were another contemporary group, 
distinct but yet related in some ways" with the group that produced jubilees and Enoch, 
a movement connected with the Qumran sect. While the revelations in Daniel are 
mainly eschatological, the primary interest of the redacting group was not necessarily 
eschatological, says Collins48 . Then he speaks about those "wise men" as expecting a 
kind of restoration that seems not clear, because in chapter 7 they envisaged a national 
restoration and in chap. 12 an eschatological individualist one. 
As for me, I think that this sharp distinction between national and individualistic, 
between "deuteronomic" and "apocalyptic" in Daniel, is like a controversy between 
Sadducees and Pharisees that is to be cancelled, allowing communication and 
continuity when someone is willing to read the lines from the text's own perspective. 
Then is easy to see that in Daniel 7 we have a lot more than a national restoration, 
indeed a universal one (see v. 14 and 27) and in the same time it is less than national, 
because it does not explicitly involve Israel as a nation, but the mysterious "Son of 
Man" with His "saints of the Most High" (v. 13-14.18), which "the books open in the 
judgement" (v. 1 0) identified as such. This picture does not preclude an individual 
restoration, including immortality through bodily resurrection, as the final chapter says 
(12:2.13). 
Concluding, It is better to view the apocalyptic genre as developed in time, in 
later centuries, having Daniel and other OT scriptures as literary and I or thematic 
model. Heaton put it right to the point: "Daniel has suffered the misfortune of being 
classed with his second-rate imitators."49 
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1.1.a.3 Historical inaccuracies? 
There are some alleged historical inaccuracies in Daniel. For example, Lester 
Crabbe still disputes against the king Belshazzar of Daniel. The sceptic critics, in fact, 
negated with all their "neutrality" even the historical existence of Belshazzar, until 
some cuneiform inscriptions came to light in this century. The historicity of Belshazzar, 
the last king of Babylon, according to Daniel 5:30, 7:1, 8:1, is undoubtedly confirmed 
by modern archaeology.50 
Today we know that Belshazzar (Bel-shar-utsur) was associated with his father 
Nabonidus in oaths. According to Dougherty, "From the time of Hammurabi it was the 
custom of Babylonians to swear by the gods and the reigning king."51 From a cuneiform 
cylinder recording a prayer of Nabonidus, the last king of Babylon, today we know that 
Belshazzar was the eldest son of Nabonidus and that the father was concerned about 
the low piety of his son.52 We also know from cuneiform sources that the father king 
Nabonidus was absent long time from Babylon53 and that before his departure he gave 
royal authority to his son Belshazzar. 
A cuneiform text states that Nabonidus empowered Belshazzar with 'U1e kingship' in the third 
year of his reign. All accessible cuneiform documents capable of throwing light upon the 
situation indicate that Belshazzar occupied this high position until the fourteenth year of 
Nabonidus' reign and the probability is that he functioned as co-regent until the end of the 
reign. There is no room for doubt that Belshazzar ruled in the kingdom next to Nabonidus. The 
writer of the fifth chapter of Daniel comports with cuneiform data in picturing the chief 
character of his narrative as having enjoyed kingly dignity.54 
In spite of his epochal discovery, which attested the historical accuracy of at 
least Daniel 5, the subtle mind of some hypercritics is not satisfied. It is true that 
Belshazzar was entrusted with the kingship (sharrutu}, admits Crabbe, and that 
Nabonidus was away in Terna. "Certainly, it is true that Belshazzar was regent during 
this time, or at least part of it. But it is also a fact that he is never called king in any of 
the extant texts, and to be regent is not to be ki ng."55 But Belshazzar was practically the 
king of Babylon, and Daniel was not concerned to insert subtle and unhelpful 
information in his obviously moralising account. "Of course, this is possible", adds the 
critic, "though it does not say much for the precision of knowledge alleged for Daniel 
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5, since the Babylonian scribes never made that mistake."56 It means that Grabbe and 
some of his colleagues need to understand that the Bible is precise only for practical 
purposes and when a fundamentalist expects from the Bible a higher degree of 
precision than its authors intended, he I she is likely to be disappointed and become an 
"ex-fundamentalist," perhaps even an unbeliever. Daniel didn't intend to be so fine and 
precise, because he didn't write a royal chronicle. Neither intended he to be complete 
on the subject, nor the cuneiform records we possess are complete. For the believing 
critic, the evidence is satisfactory, while the unbelieving one has always to wait for 
more precise evidence. 
The fact that Belshazzar in called "king" in Daniel should not disturb even the 
sharpest critics, because it is not the single case of such "imprecision" in ancient 
records. In the Tell Fakhriyah inscription, the governor Hadyis'i is called shaknu 
(governor) in the Assyrian text, but m/k (king) in the Aramaic. This is not casual. 
Hadyis'i is suspected by Millard to have been of Aramaean royal descent.57 
There is, nevertheless, a problem about the death of Belshazzar. Lester Grabbe 
suspects this prince must have died before the year 545 B.C.E., since all archaeological 
sources, including the Nabonidus Chronicle, cease to mention him after this date. He is 
not mentioned in the events of the seventeenth year, 
... and therefore was certainly not killed in that year. Remember that no important event is 
missing from the chronicle; the deaths of the queen mother and some important governors 
are recorded. It is inconceivable that Belshazzar's death would have been omitted except 
by a grave scribal lapse. In the present state of our knowledge it is much more credible 
that Dan 5:30 is wrong.58 (underlines mine) 
Thus the clay tablets are still silent about Belshazzar's death. However, the 
presence of Belshazzar in Daniel, in the historical part as in the prophetic one, is in 
itself a strong argument in favour of the earlier date of the book, because it points out to 
a date well before an intimate knowledge of the 6tl'-century conditions was lost. 
The seeming contradiction in the dates of the first Babylonian conquest of 
Jerusalem (the 3'd year of jehoiakim, according to Daniel 1 :1; or the 4th year of 
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Jehoiakim, according to Jr 25:1 ), was fully explained on the basis of using different 
calendar and regnal numbering systems - Babylonian and Jewish respectively.59 This 
seeming discrepancy should be seen rather as a mark of authenticity. But the problem is 
more serious than this apparent discrepancy. Grabbe opposes Wiseman's assertion that 
the historical evidence of Daniel 1 :1-2 would be difficult: "There is nothing 'difficult 
and uncertain' about the passage; it just happens to be wrong. It is 'difficult and 
uncertain' only if one tries to maintain that it is historical, as is evident from the 
contorted explanations offered in defence of it."60 Grabbe further indicates that we 
have plenty of historical information from that period and that all evidence is against 
the date recorded in Daniel 1 :1-2. Even the Biblical evidences, notes the critic, do not 
support the affirmation of Daniel 1.61 He explains the presence of this statement in 
Daniel as a misreading of 2Ch 36:6-762 - by the actual, late author, obviously. Why 
misreading? There is even more Biblical evidence to be corroborated and this evidence 
cannot be ignored without a reasonable explanation: 
NRS Daniel 1:1. In the third year [605 BCE] of the reign of King Jehoiakim of Judah, King 
Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon came to Jerusalem and besieged it. 2 The Lord let King Jehoiakim 
of Judah fall into his power, as well as some of the vessels of the house of God. These he 
brought to the land of Shinar, and placed the vessels in the treasury of his gods. 
NRS 2 Chronicles 36:5-7. Jehoiakim was twenty-five years old when he began to reign; he 
reigned eleven years in Jerusalem [609-598 BCE] ..... 6. Against him [Jehoiakim] King 
Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon came up, and bound him with fetters to take him to Babylon. 7. 
Nebuchadnezzar also carried some of the vessels of the house of the LORD to Babylon and 
put them in his palace in Babylon. 
NRS 2 Kings 24:1. In his days King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon came up; Jehoiakim 
became his servant for three years ... [c. 605-602?]; then he turned and rebelled against him. 
NRS Jeremiah 25:1 The word that came to Jeremiah concerning all the people of Judah, in 
the fourth year of King Jehoiakim son of Josiah of Judah (that was the first year of King 
Nebuchadrezzar of Babylon (605 BCE]), 2 which the prophet Jeremiah spoke to all the people 
of Judah and all the inhabitants of Jerusalem: [ .... ] 8 Therefore thus says the LORD of hosts: 
Because you have not obeyed my words, 9 I am going to send for all the tribes of the north, 
says the LORD, even for King Nebuchadrezzar of Babylon, my servant[ ..... ] 11 This whole 
land shall become a ruin and a waste, and these nations shall serve the king of Babylon 
seventy years [605-536 BCE]. 
This "wrong" date I event (605 B.C.) which Grabbe is so ready to abandon, is 
confirmed by two Babylonian accounts: 1) a narrative by the historian Berosus (quoted 
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in Josephus)63 and 2) a segment of a hitherto unknown Babylonian chronicle64 which 
covers the entire reign of Nabopolassar and the first eleven years of his son 
Nebuchadnezzar. 
Berosus says that Nabopolassar ordered his son Nebuchadnezzar to subdue the 
rebellious zones, Egypt and Palestine. While Nebuchadnezzar was completing his 
mission and still being in the west, he received notice of his father's death. Leaving the 
prisoners - including some mentioned Jews (and believers has any right to suspect here 
the presence of the young heroes of Daniel too) - in charge of his generals, he rode 
back to Babylon as fast as he could, on the shortest way. And the Babylonian chronicle 
mentions the very day. In his father's 21 51 year (605 s.c.E.), Nebuchadnezzar crushed the 
Egyptians at Carchemish, subdued Hatti-land (Syria-Palestine); then, receiving word of 
his father's death on Ab 8 (c. Aug. 15) he rode back to Babylon and ascended the 
throne on Elul 1 (c. Sept. 7). 65 
Nebuchadnezzar's building achievement (Dan 4:30/27) was long-time thought 
to be an historical inaccuracy. Though today critics changed their mind about it, it is 
wise to remind it, because it teaches us to be more careful when we deal with the 
Biblical record. Many of ancient historians (i.e. Herodotus, Ctesias, Strabo, and Pliny) 
often refer to Nebuchadnezzar, but they never speak of him as the builder of the new 
Babylon, so that once it was thought that the Nebuchadnezzar of Daniel is quite 
legendary.66 But the modern excavations at Babylon, begun by Robert Koldewey in 
1899 with titanic efforts, brought to light a lot of cuneiform inscriptions on clay tablets, 
bricks et. al., attesting the Danielic record. Thus the former "scientific" objection fell 
with brio. Nebuchadnezzar indeed was the builder of the new Babylon, because the 
old Babylon was severely destroyed by the Assyrians in 689 BC.67 Now scholars -
believers or not - can read themselves the biblical boasting of Nebuchadnezzar, in 
words like those on the Grotefend Cylinder: 
Then built 1 [Nebuchadnezzar] the palace the seat of my royalty, the bond of the race of men, 
the dwelling of joy and rejoicing. 68 
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The fortifications of Esagila [Marduk's temple] and Babylon I strengthened, and established 
the reign of my name forever. 69 
There are millions of inscribed bricks witnessing for that Nebuchadnezzar whom 
only the Book of Daniel knew for nearly 2500 years.70 They cry out that Daniel was 
right, while some critics were ill advised. Modern research indicates that even the 
idolatrous worship ordered by Nebuchadnezzar, as it stands recorded in Daniel 3, is 
not meaningless or legendary, but it was an ancient "loyalty oath". Because of a revolt 
that occurred in the king's 1 o'h year (595/4 BC), such a loyalty oath taken by all 
governmental representatives of all provinces is understandable. We may relate this 
event to Zedekiah's visit to Babylon in 594/3 BC (see Jr 51 :59-64).71 
The fabulous story of Nebuchadnezzar's repentance (ch. 4) also cannot be 
proved so far from historical records. Some maybe need to crop many acres of grass 
themselves, like the illustrious king, in order to admit, not its very historicity, but at least 
its possible historical character. Lester Crabbe is right in exposing the meagreness of 
historical evidence brought by conservative scholars like Harrison, Hasel et. al. And it 
is actually complete silence from a strictly scientific point of view, so that Crabbe is 
glad to join von Soden in his postulation that the author of Daniel 4 recorded a folk tale 
inspired from The Prayer of Nabonidus, discovered at Qumran.72 The story has indeed 
some parallels with Daniel 473 and the scenario proposed by Crabbe does make sense -
at first view, at least, if someone has no reason to give priority to the Bible record. But 
why not suppose, for example, that The Prayer of Nabonidus is rather an echo of 
Nebuchadnezzar's experience, rather than its source of inspiration? 
Anyway, when one takes notice of the strong anti-Jewish spirit of not a few 
officials of the ancient courts, how can we expect fair chronicles, proclaiming for 
posterity the extraordinary successes of some Jews and unbelievable humiliations of the 
"kings of kings"? The ancient historical records are not less politically manipulated than 
were communist handbooks of modern and contemporary history. 
The historicity of Darius the Mede still awaits its confirmation. However, there is 
much more to say, for the time, on behalf of this "Darius" than against him. The 
26 
unusual precision of Danielic data regarding Darius the Mede74, some possible 
historical room and even historical records, witness already for his historicity. At least 
we should learn from the lesson about the historicity of Belshazzar, who was a 
historical figure, throughout the two millennia and a half before its scientific 
confirmation. So why be so eager to get rid of the old Darius? If only a literary 
personage, he is practically unnecessary in the book. And all references to him have no 
smell of literary creation. 
The famous Assyriologist Wiseman quite convincingly contended for the 
identification of "Darius the Mede" with "Cyrus the Persian," because Cyrus was both 
of Median as of Persian descent, and he ruled the united kingdom of Medes and 
Persians. The statement in Daniel 6:28 can be read as an apposition.75 And it is 
interesting that one of the old translators' attempt to identify Darius (at least at a 
pragmatic level), in Daniel 11 :1 is to substitute his name with Cyrus (in LXX and 0). 
Gerhard Hasel disagreed with Wiseman, following the studies of William H. 
Shea. After rightly comparing Daniel 10:1 and 11 :1, Hasel pointed to another 
possibility. He showed that Cyrus didn't assume the title "king of Babylon" for nearly a 
year (actually 9 months) after the capture of the city in 539 B.C., thus being an 
indication that someone else must have functioned as "king of Babylon" under the 
vassalage of Cyrus during this time. This vassal king could be Gubaru/Ugbaru, the 
general who conquered Babylon (not to be confused with the governor Gubaru). Then 
Hasel showed that the title "king of the Medes" was still in use after Cyrus had 
conquered Media. This Gubaru/Ugbaru died a year and three weeks after the fall of 
Babylon. However, both Shea and Hase! recognize that we have no knowledge about 
the parentage and ethnic origin of this conqueror, neither was he called a "king," or 
designated as "Darius son of Ahasuerus" .76 
Though Hase! rejects the possibility that Darius the Mede could have been a 
regnal name for Cyaxares II, the last Median king, uncle and father-in-law of Cyrus as 
mentioned by Xenophon ("whose historical accuracy has been seriously undermined 
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on the basis of cuneiform records"), I'm strongly inclined to accept Xenophon's basic 
data, even though his Cyropaedia looks like a novel. Indeed, the first objective of 
Xenophon was not the history per se but to offer a model of political philosophy. 
Nevertheless, the skeleton of his work is pure history. He didn't invent the principal 
personages of this historical novel or the main facts. And the Median king Cyaxares 11, 
the last Median king and nominal suzerain of Cyrus, is present everywhere in his book. 
He couldn't have been invented. According to Xenophon, Cyrus himself invited him to 
reside in Babylon whenever he wanted, where Cyrus had prepared a palace for him. 
Then Cyaxares gave him his daughter and all Media as a dowry.77 
Thus Daryawesh (Darayavahush) of Daniel, who is not known by this name in 
history, may be explained as a regnal name or as an Old Iranian title for this Cyaxares II 
(Khwakhshatra), as W. F. Albright has shown. His "father's" name Ahashwerosh 
(Khshayarshah - "the mighty man")/8 might be a surname or a royal title for Cyaxares I, 
the famous victor of Assyria. D. J. Wiseman takes it as an ancient Achaemenid royal 
title. Or the names Darius (Darayavahush) and Xerxes/Ahasuerus (Khshayarshah), 
could well be royal titles like Caesar and Augustus. In the Medieval Persian we found 
the term dara with the meaning "king" .79 It is known that the Persian kings often took 
new names at their accession. Anyway, as Kitchen pointed out, in Daniel even the 
spelling for Darius - ?Li1'i'1 (specific to the 6'h_5u' centuries BC), instead of ?Li1;"11''ii 
(specific to the late centuries), indicates an early date for the composition of the book.80 
Some considered the second use of the term "Chaldeans" tl'iill:l, J'ifV:l as a 
professional Babylonian elite in Daniel, an anachronism for the 6'h century BC. But 
there are also later uses of the term with ethnic connotation, even to Strabo (d. AD 24) 
who uses both connotations, just like Daniel.81 And the specialised, second use (which 
some scholars limit to later writings), is already found in Herodotus (d. 425 BC)82 where 
it designates the priests of Bel. The term was found even in Assyrian records with ethnic 
connotation, though the professional connotation was not found so far prior to the 
Persian era. While the Babylonian records are still silent, Daniel uses the term with 
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both meanings, not just the "late" one. Thus the argument of the hypercritics is again 
found to be an inference ex si/entio.83 
1.1.a.4 The Aramaic and the Hebrew of Daniel 
The most striking linguistic peculiarity of the book is its bilingual composition. As 
it is known, the introductory chapter and the first verses of the second one are written 
in Hebrew. Then, after the mention that "the Chaldeans answered the king - in Aramaic 
-" (Daniel 2:4a), not only is their reply rendered as natural in Aramaic, but the text 
keeps on the Aramaic track down to the end of chapter 7, resuming afterward to 
Hebrew for the chapters 8-12. Though some possible explanations were given to this 
strange phenomenon, it is still a defiant reality for both philological sides. 84 However, 
we have the book of Ezra in the canon, with precisely the same problem. We cannot 
explain this one without the other one. This apparent complication of the problem may 
contribute to its solution.85 
Though the linguistic research on Daniel cannot yet suppress the suspicions of 
the antisupernaturalist critique, and for the time we have no striking and indubitable 
scientific demonstration for an early date of composition, none of the signalled 
difficulties precludes the acceptance of an earlier date, or force us to accept the 211d 
century B.C.E. thesis. 
The Aramaic of Daniel proves to be Imperial Aramaic, a stage of linguistic 
evolution down to 300 BC. Indeed, 90 % of Daniel's Aramaic vocabulary is attested by 
Aramaic texts dating from the 5th century or even earlier.86 Says Kitchen: 
It is equally obscurantist to exclude dogmatically a sixth-fifth (or fourth) century date on the 
one hand, or to hold such a date as mechanically proven on the other, as far as the Aramaic is 
87 
concerned. 
Moreover, the comparison with the late Aramaic Genesis Apocryphon and Job 
Targum, leads us to more certain stands in favour of an earlier date for the Aramaic of 
Daniel, due to the research of Kutscher and others.88 A good Romanian academic book, 
written in the communist-atheistic regime, containing a lot of ancient Near East texts 
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translated and commented by Constantin Daniel and Ion Acsan, reads (in my 
translation):89 
In the 7" century BC, the Aramaic language considerably extended its geographical area and 
began to be spoken not only by the majority of the Mesopotamian peoples, but even in Canaan, 
in Palestine.[ ... ] Aramaic texts from the 5'h century came to us, from Elephantine in the Upper 
Egypt [ ... ) They contain letters, official documents, transactional documents and literary texts 
[ ... ] In the Bible we encounter also - written in the same epoch, but some even earlier -, 
excerpts edited in Aramaic (cf. Jr 10:11, Ezra 4:8 etc, 6:8 etc, 7:12 etc., as well as part of the 
book of Daniel: 2:4 - 7:28). The Aramaic parts of the Book of Ezra contain official 
documents of the Persian administration, edited in Aramaic. In the Book of Daniel are 
rendered events from the imperial courts of Babylon and Persia, the 6'" century BCE. 
(Underlines mine) 
However, not all scholars are so convinced to express such conclusion. 
Extremely reserved, Peter Coxon says, 
Again, it must be stated that the effort to identify Biblical Aramaic with the Official Aramaic 
of the papyri has only the slightest bearing on the date [of] Daniel. Official Aramaic survived 
in Jewish scribal tradition long after the demise of the langua[g)e as an international means of 
communication. The Job Targum from Qumran is a witness to this survival. Elsewhere it is 
best represented in the Aramaic of the Old Testament. 90 
Nevertheless, the same Coxon adds, "In the lexical field Biblical Aramaic 
contains unmistakable traits of Official Aramaic. In his attempt to re-affirm the second 
century of Danie/Rowley fails to do them justice."91 
The Greek loanwords in Aramaic are usually emphasised as a proof for the late 
origin. There are only three or four - just musical loan words borrowed together with 
the designated objects: musical instruments and specifications. One wonders why so 
few Greek words, comparatively, if the book was written in the 2"d century BC. The 
terms thought to be of Greek origin are: Oi1i:1'i? - KL8apa or KL8apL~ after an older 
Greek form (zither I kind of lyre); ~;i:;i9 or ~;i:itp - oaµpuKTl (trigon, triangular lyre with 
4 strings) a foreign word (possible Aramaic) in Greek; r-itil.9~ - ijlah~pLOV (kind of 
triangular harp) and ;i:~Ell?~O I ;i:l5l'O - ouµ<jlwvla (1. harmony I orchestra; 2. in later 
Creek: bagpipe) or it might be a Doric pronunciation for Ti\µrmvov I i:unavov 
(tambourine), or a noun in apposition to the preceding one. Mitchell and Joyce have 
shown that the first two terms m·1ght be loan words in both languages, borrowed from a 
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third unidentified language.92 The famous orientalist W. F. Albright demonstrated that 
Greek culture penetrated the ancient Near East long before the Neo-Babylonian 
period.93 Kitchen also pointed to the penetration of Greek culture in the East even since 
the 7'h and s•h centuries B.C.E.94 The rationalistic evidence is, in this instance, negative 
evidence - that is no evidence. 
The Persian loanwords amount to 19, designating specialised technical terms 
and titles for administration, law and military, and specific cultural elements (clothes, 
materials, etc.), 95 or even some ordinary words (such as zen - category; pithgam -
message; raz- secret; dath - law), all belonging to lexical categories that have in any 
time the fastest circulation. And not to forget that all these are Old Persian words, most 
of them occurring in the history of the language not later than 300 BC.96 The Aramaic, 
as the old lingua franca of the Middle East, long time before the Chaldean Empire, and 
in touch with different cultures and languages, could quickly assimilate neologisms, 
such as these Persian and Greek terms, and naturally preserved some of them for long 
or short time.97 Some of the Persian loanwords were so old and outdated at the time of 
the LXX translation, that they could not be properly understood.98 
While comparisons with Official Aramaic texts from the Persian period proved to 
be in favour of an early date for the Aramaic text of Daniel (c. 530 - 330 B.C.E.), the 
recent studies of Zdravko Stefanovic who compared the Aramaic of Daniel (DA) with 
Old Aramaic (OA, c. 900-700 B.C.E.) texts are worthy of our highest considerations. To 
quote one of the last sentences of his conclusion, "The text of DA in its present form 
(including ch. 7) contains a significant amount of material similar to OA texts."99 
The Hebrew of Danie/also cannot prove the lateness of the book. W. J. Martin 
has shown, against 5. R. Driver, "There is nothing about the Hebrew of Daniel that 
could be considered extraordinary for a bilingual or, perhaps in this case, a trilingual 
speaker of the language in the sixth century BC." 100 The historical-critical scholars now 
take a more temperate, mainly defensive stand, as Koch cautiously noted, that in the 
Hebrew of Daniel, " ... nothing speaks against a date in the Maccabean time." 101 But 
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Archer has shown that the Hebrew sectarian documents of Qumran, practically 
contemporary with the supposed 2nd century author(s) of Daniel, have not so much in 
common with the Hebrew of Daniel, and therefore, the Hebrew of Daniel must be 
older. 102 Understandably, Aramaic influenced the Hebrew of Daniel and Hebrew 
influenced his Aramaic. 
Modern studies on the Biblical Hebrew are under spectacular development. The 
diachronic study of BH reached to some good results, but there is the so-called 
minimalist school that makes scientific opposition. Even representative scholars of the 
same school do not all agree in important points. The Hebrew of Daniel was not 
thoroughly studied as Samuel-Kings and Chronicles or Ezekiel. Many opinions 
concerning this book are based on philosophical or belief I unbelief patterns of thought, 
than on a satisfactory study. For example, Frederick Cryer (Copenhagen) in an article 
dealing with the Hebrew of Daniel 103 makes first an observation that the Hebrew of 
Daniel was not seriously studied, in spite of the intense research made in the last time 
in the field of Biblical Hebrew in general. 104 He is right in this assertion, but his first 
interest in that article does not seem to be as much Daniel and his Hebrew. It is rather a 
scholarly cry against the diachronic studies, and I could not find something concrete in 
his article about the Hebrew of Daniel, in spite of his promising title. The strange 
method of study proposed by Crier is to date the language of Daniel according to the 
date the traditional historical-critical school gave to Daniel. .. "as Daniel is one of the 
few books in the Old Testament for which problems of dating are not acute ... "105 To 
strengthen this belief, he gives two classical arguments: 1) Daniel refers back to the 
works of Jeremiah (Dan 9:2) "as something that took place in the distant past"; and 2) 
Daniel's "numerous thinly-veiled allusions" that "lead us without fail towards the 
middle of the second century s.c.E." 106 
But his arguments are hardly convincing. First, Daniel's reference to Jeremiah has 
no feeling of distant past. It only indicates that the writer and possible many other Jews 
in that time, considered Jeremiah a genuine prophet (which, after all, it was easier to 
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see in the Exile or afterwards, than before. It was no need to pass a lot of generations to 
give Jeremiah such credit. 107 The second argument, which Cryer maintains, that the 
author's historical sight led him down to the Antiochus episode then stopped, is to be 
thoroughly revised. Except of some features in chapter 8 and a good part of chapter 11, 
no other Danielic account or prophecy suggests an intentional link with that dramatic 
episode. 108 To date the Hebrew of Daniel according to a merely phiiosophical dating of 
its authorship is not a scientific method. It rather should go viceversa, to date the book 
according to its language in spite of Cryer's allegation: 
Of course, no dates are assured: it is always possible that an original older Hebrew-language 
Daniel has been revived and reworked by, among other things, the addition of the Aramaic 
sections in the second century. The assumption, however, requires proof, while the clear signs 
of second century dating are primary data; hence the assumption must be that the text is a 
second-century text, until decisive evidence to the contrary should arise. 109 
It is hard to understand, if not for psychological reasons, why Cryer needs 
decisive evidence only for an earlier date of Daniel, while he takes for granted the late 
date (211d century B.c.E.), before any decisive linguistic evidence. His study, with a so 
promising title is not of much help. 
Arguments from linguistic analysis are dilemmatic sometimes. Saenz-Badillos110 
says, "Aramaisms of themselves cannot be used as proof that a work is post-exilic. .. 
Practically every biblical book in its present state has some trace of Aramaic, in 
vocabulary, morphology, or syntax."111 Aramaisms abound, says Saenz-Badillos, 
especially in Esther, Qoheleth,112 Song of Songs, Ezra, Job, 113 Daniel, Nehemiah and 
Chronicles. 
Concerning the Hebrew of Daniel, Saenz-Badillos mentions first an already old 
opinion 114 that the Hebrew sections of Daniel represent a translation from Aramaic. He 
express some doubts on it, and adds: "Whatever the case, in their present form, these 
sections display an attempt to imitate BH." 115 No hope for the possibility that the book 
is authentic. If signs of earliness occur, they must be interpreted as attempts to imitate 
Early Biblical Hebrew ... 
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We cannot negate, in principle, late redactions of the book, but there is sufficient 
evidence that old features (vocabulary, grammar and spelling) still remained in place. 
The Hebrew of Daniel contains some Persian words (apadana - palace, fratama -
noblemen, patibaga - a king's pot1ion1 dat - lav0, but no Greek term. 116 There are 
some Aramaic loanwords and syntactical influence, some features specific to Late 
Biblical Hebrew. But the basic texture of Daniel's language is nothing else than a 
Standard Hebrew modified, in the exilic context, in conditions of multilinguism 
(especially under Aramaic stress), with stylistic traits of a single author, having a literary 
structure that links together not only the Hebrew chapters, but also the Aramaic 
chapters. 
To consider seriously the language of Daniel, we have to pay more attention to 
the proper names it uses. for example, P. R. Berger interprets Shadrach, Meshach and 
Abednego from Babylonian onomastics.117 The same could be said about the 
Babylonian names of Daniel (Belteshazzar), of king Balthasar (Belshazzar) and of king 
Nebuchadnezzar, who are real Babylonian names and could not be found or invented 
centuries later. The name Belteshazzar il!l:(lli~'?:i (distinct from il!l:(l!i'?:i I il!l!il:('?:i) is 
- -,,,_ - -:·· -- ;·· 
probably from Bel-balatshu-utsur ("May Bel protect his life"), while Belshazzar, is from 
Bel-shar-utsur ("May Bel protect the king"). The name of Nebuchadnezzar, Nabu-
kudurri-utsur ("May Nabu protect the crown"), which is spelled iil!l:()i:;i1:il I 
i?l:(Ji;l1:ll by Ezekiel, retains both principal spellings (with l I i) in Jeremiah: 
i?l:(Ji;J1:ll and i?l:(n:;i1:il, while in 2 Kings, 2 Chronicles, and Esther is preferred the 
form i?l:(li:;i1:i~. Ezra spells it ii::irp1:il or 1~n:;i1:ii while Nehemiah and Daniel 
prefer the last spelling: i?li:;i1:il (except Dan 1 :1 where it is spelled i?l:(rpi:i~). These 
variants of spelling probably have no bearing on the date of Daniel. 
lltltDl:-t Ashpenaz (Dan 1 :3 ) and li':;il:'t Aryokh (Dan 2:14), are not historically 
identified, but these names are attested, so they prove to be genuine and could not be 
invented in the 2"d century BC, neither were then common. The first one appears in the 
Aramaic incantation texts from Nippur as Ashpenaz, and is probably attested in 
cuneiform records as Ashpazanda.118 The name Arioch has been found in the 
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cuneiform texts from Mari on the Euphrates in the form of Arriwuk, the fifth son of Zim-
Lim, king of Mari in the 18th century B.C.119 
1.1.a.5 The alleged disunity of the book 
In spite of all attempts to see Daniel as a composite work, denying its unity by 
indications of multiple authorship and I or a late date of redaction, the book is still able 
to defend itself, when it is judged from a favourable angle, on presumptio innocentiae. 
Insightful scholars have pointed to the chiastic literary structure of the Aramaic 
part, indicating that at least chapters 2-7 most certainly form a unity. A. Lenglet, Arthur 
Ferch, and especially William Shea demonstrated chiastic structures spanning the 
whole Aramaic section, and some of its chapters taken separately. 120 
The chiastic structw-e of chapters 2-7 
A. Vision of world history (ch_ 2) 
B. Deliverance from the fiery furnace (ch. 3) 
C. Judgement upon a Gentile king (ch. 4) 
Cl Judgement upon a Gentile king (ch_ 5) 
Bl. Deliverance from the lion's den (ch. 6) 
Al. Vision of world history (ch_ 7) 
The following diagram represents an attempt to draw the literary structure of the 
whole Book of Daniel, according to William Shea. 121 
D 
King Messiah is 
rejected and killed 
C. King's prophecy, 4 King's prophecy, 5 Cl C2. King's prophecy: King's prophecy: C3 
Nebuchadnezzar Belshazzar det.!ee to restore decree to destroy 
9:25 9:27 
B. Trial: Trial, Bl 82.Trial: Trial: 83 
IMAGE, 3 LIONS, 6 Prayer aud fast Prayer aud fast 
for restoralion for restoration 
9A JOA 
God's People God's People 
A Kingdoms' Kingdoms' A 1 A2. Kingdom's Kingdoms A3 
prophecy; 
prophecy; 
prophecy: Prophecy 
MAN,2 BEASTS, 8 MEN, 11:12A 
BEASTS, 7 
Aramaic section Hebrew section 
Historical prologue, I I I Prophetic epilogue, l 2B 
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The analysis made by William Shea is the most impressive and convincing. 
Different elements in chs. 2 - 9 require the introductory chapter 1. But the Hebrew 
part, though not is claimed to display the same chiastic structure, is naturally connected 
to the Aramaic part. For example, the vision in chapter 8 is in obvious chronological 
and thematic relationship to that in chapter 7, which in turn is another view of the same 
events sketched by the apocalyptic dream in chapter 2. Elements of chapter 9 are 
strongly related to chs. 1 and 6, and it is also related to chapter 8, as this dissertation 
attempts to prove. The last prophecy (chs. 10-12) recommends itself as a new vision 
about the same things portrayed in chapter 8, which is recognised by all scholars, and 
essential elements in chapter 12 are based on the vision recorded in chapter 7. 122 
There is an apparently chronological, successive order in both historical and 
prophetic parts that supersedes the division made by the linguistic criterion. Even the 
theological lesson is gradually developed.123 Chapters 1-6 are dated from the first year 
of the Babylonian king to the first year of the Median conqueror. Chapters 2-4 give no 
other chronological hint, but their logically successive order - the narrative of one 
chapter presupposing the previous one. Chapters 7-12 are also arranged 
chronologically, starting with the 1st year of Belshazzar and ending with the 3rd year of 
Cyrus the Great. 
There are some stylistic peculiarities through the book, such as a predisposition 
to list and repeat: several classes of wise men, royal officers and instruments of the 
Babylonian orchestra. 124 The characteristic phrase "people, nations, and languages" 
bridges chapters 3-7 .125 
We might add here the progressive enlargement of the prophecy in the prophetic 
chapters in the book. The dream in chapter 2 is a sketch, then comes the vision in 
chapter 7, with some details about the same future kingdoms and about God's 
judgement. The vision in chapter 8 is more complex and explained partially in chapter 
8 with the time elements disclosed in the next chapter. Finally, the vision in chs.10-12 
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is the richest, the most full of revelations, with the largest predictive text of the book, 
with still more clues about prophetic-apocalyptic time. 
The juxtaposition of first- and third-person speech in Daniel is not a proof of 
double authorship. This feature is present in other ancient works, even in such official 
texts as that on Cyrus' Cylinder.126 A comparison of Daniel 7:1-2, 8:1 and 10:1-2 
suggests that the author of the visions ("I, Daniel") was also the author of the accounts 
("he, [Daniel]"). The same manner is observed in the letter of Nebuchadnezzar ("I", in 
Dan 4:1-18, "HE" in v. 19-33, and again "I", in v. 34-37) and in many other biblical 
books.127 
As it was shown above, it is obvious that not all chapters were written in the 
same time, but I find it logically acceptable that the author linked these somehow 
independent accounts himself, leaving nothing essential for later redactors to do. 128 As 
for the prophetic chapters, the words of Sir Isaac Newton fit best: "The Prophecies of 
Daniel are all of them related to one another, as if they were but several parts of one 
general prophecy." 129 
1.1.a.6 Why not beyond Antiochus? 
The main injustice that historical critics do to the Book of Daniel is their 
contention that the author(s) of Daniel did not have information at all beyond the year 
165 BC. This is an interesting finding drawn from circular reasoning. There are actually 
two ways to prove from Daniel's predict'1ons that they are neither spurious, nor 
shortsighted: 
First, after a close examination of the prophecies showing most evidence of 
Antiochus story (chs. 8 and especially 11 ), there is much to say that the author was not 
a contemporary of Antiochus. 130 This Luciferic king was grotesquely depicted to 
become a prophetic type of the late Antichrist (the "little horn" of ch. 7). 131 Important 
details of prophecy do not suggest at all a vaticinium post eventum. The failure of the 
supposed Pseudo-Daniel to mention Judas Maccabaeus and the name of Rome is 
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actually strange, if this vates post eventum tried to convince his contemporary Jews that 
then present crisis was divinely predicted and it was leading to Israel's victory. 
And why "invent" scenarios as that in Daniel 11 :36-45, which must have 
happened in short time, only to disappoint fellow believers? Why predict the fall of 
myriads in Israel, while old adversaries like Edom, Moab and Ammon (all but ruins in 
the 2nd century B.C.E.!) had to escape (11 :41 )? These words are especially significant 
when we consider the hatred manifested by Edom and Ammon against the Jews (1 Mac 
5:1-8), with the total absence of Moab in the time of Antiochus. Why predict the 
complete conquest of Egypt plus Libya and Ethiopia (42-43), while the Roman control 
over Egypt was already established (11 :29-30)? Why describe Antiochus as an apostate 
from the gods of his ancestors (11 :37)? Why not having elephants for battle in chapter 
11, as those times required and 1 Maccabees records, but only horses and ships 
(11 :40)? 132 And finally, why not find a single Greek loanword in these chapters (8 and 
11 ) ? 
Moreover, the prophetic eye, passing inconsiderately by some details important 
for the Jewish history and theology of the 2nd century B.C.E., looks far beyond the 
Hellenistic era, into the messianic eschaton, the "time of the End". Despite the critics' 
allegation that the end foreseen in Daniel is not the end of this world, the theological 
position of the book is crystal clear. It is the moment when the celestial kingdom 
invades our world (ch. 2). It is introduced by God's judgement leading to the 
enthronement of the veritable Man (ch. 7). It is the time of God's wrath, of vindication 
of His throne (ch. 8). It is the time of Prince Michael's raise, bringing justice, 
resurrection and rewards for many - including the old prophet Daniel - followed by 
eternal splendour of the righteous wise, and eternal shame of the wicked (ch. 12). 133 
Does this eschatological scenario 
Second, there are three prophecies in the book (chs. 2, 7, and 9), where poor 
Antiochus has no place at all, if we dare to take them seriously, trying not to force them 
say exactly the same thing as those in which Antiochus is in view. In Daniel 2 and 7, 
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the prospective prediction begins with Babylon, and counts three more world empires, 
the fourth one being more complex in structure and surviving up to the end. 134 If 
someone is ready to believe in an omniscient God who reveals the future, this last 
empire is Rome (the "Babylon" of the NT: 1 P 5:13, comp. Rv 17:5.18), as the most 
Jewish and Evangelical scholars easily saw until the last century of this era. ll5 This study 
is an attempt to vindicate the old paradigm exegesis on the fourth Danielic beast-
kingdom, to review the evidence that it is the imperial Pagano-Christian Rome with its 
successional Pagano-Christian states that secured its universality and "eternity."ll6 To 
avoid this impossible, (read, discomforting) conclusion, different scholars made heroic 
efforts to prove the short-sighted, preterist view that must stop within the days of 
Antiochus. Thus one plays with the first three symbols of world empires, either by 
cutting asunder the dual Medo-Persian Empire, or by separating the Seleucids' empire 
from that of Alexander, to keep the number of the four empires - only to end the whole 
matter within the days of Antiochus. 
But these attempts to rule out the classic view, - which was upheld since the 
Jewish and Christian antiquity, until it evolved to a standard Protestant position, - left 
Daniel hermeneutically and exegetically in an inconceivable situation. And I am not 
concerned primarily with the Faith, but even with the spoilt Reason, which is now 
forced to beat about the bush .137 
My understanding, which is to be detailed at the proper places, is overtly 
conservative Christian and may be roughly represented by the following diagram of 
Joyce G. Baldwin:ll8 
Chal!ter 2 Chal!ter 7 Cha(!ter 8 Interl!retation 
Gold Lion Babylon (2:38) 
Silver Bear Ram Medo-Persia (8:20) 
Bronze Leopard He-goal Greece (8:21) 
Iron I clay Indescribable beast (Rome) 
Su2ematural stone Heaven!~ court God's kingdom 
2.1.3.2 An important theological objection 
Lester Grabbe raised an objection to the possibility of foreknowledge and 
prediction, because these entail the idea of complete predestination. He wrote: 
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The concept of accurate detailed predictions actually brings up a theological problem which I 
have yet to see discussed in fundamentalist writings: the question of free choice. The idea or 
complete determinism is repugnant to most of us. Perhaps one can argue for an overall divine 
control of history and/or the universe while allowing individual freedom, but a detailed 
prophecy such as Daniel 11 would render free choice impossible. Only if the Ptolemies and 
Seleucids were mere puppets in the hand of God could such a prophecy be made. The religious 
views of some might see no problem with this, but most fundamentalists would face a conflict 
with their own theological presuppositions if they were to think through the implications of 
their statements about prophecy. 139 
To imagine complete foreknowledge in God's mind, together with complete free 
choice from the human subjects, is admittedly not an easy task. And Crabbe is right 
that conservative writings do not deal in a visible manner with this aspect. I have to say 
something in principle, concerning such kind of problems. They always occur at the 
limit of our human mind, which cannot grasp, in the same time, God's omnipotence 
and love, foreknowledge and freedom. If someone chooses to reject actual detailed 
prophecy, because he cannot harmonise this phenomenon with his idea of personal 
freedom, he might as wel I reject God's existence too, because it is covered by the very 
things that discover it. 
The author of Daniel, whoever he was, didn't see any problem in these detailed 
prophecies. The concepts of God's complete control and foreknowledge, one hand, 
and humans' complete freedom of choice, on the other hand, are attested practically by 
all OT writers. They imply, they assert, but never they try to explain. Before expose to 
Daniel that detailed long prophecy in chapter 11, the heavenly messenger says that all 
that knowledge is not his own natural or acquired ability, but he just reveals "what is 
written in the Book of Truth" (Dan 10:21 a, 11 :2). No creature has such natural ability to 
know and tell detailed events, long time before they occur, if not by scientific prospect 
where possible, so that no wonder that angels cannot know more of the future but what 
was revealed to them. 140 This reality, however, must not be interpreted in terms of 
determinism. 
Angels also determine some top events in this world,141 but God only knows and 
reveals the future,142 even determines its favourable aspects and has an overall control 
of future as of present. But even when God "hardens" such and such heart, or "incites" 
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someone to do anything wrong, this is not seen as a personal volitional manipulation, 
but as an absolute control that, however, respects personal freedom. 143 Otherwise, the 
whole theology of moral accountability, sacrificial atonemem and judgement, that fill 
the TNK and even the book of Daniel would be worse than nonsensical. 
Someone may object to such hard language in the Bible, which may easily lead 
someone to understand God as a puppets-driver. But this is not a "heavenly", "inspired" 
language. It is the best cultural means that Hebrew authors could find in their cultural-
linguistic endowment, to express the sovereignty and the overall control of God, in 
order to avoid ditheism. Moreover, they balanced such absolutist expressions with 
others expressing human freedom and accountability. Their hard language may contain 
yet deeper thoughts. Nowhere the Bible teaches absolute human freedom. Even the 
moral freedom is in a special sense limited and deterr.1ined. (Neither science is more 
convincing at this point). Outside of moral consciousness and knowledge, there is no 
moral freedom, and consequently no accountability. With the coming of Law, the sin 
comes, 144 thus in a special way God makes people sinners by simply revealing His will 
to them. Bu this equation has two unknown quantities: the same reasoning is true about 
the right choice and righteousness, as about sinning. 
Our moral freedom is real and makes us wholly accountable, but morally we 
have not more than two choices. To reject the right, that is the will of God (even 
unwritten, received by tradition or by reason) 145 means to choose wrong and accept 
(consciously or not) to be under the controlling power of one's own fallen nature 
(which is responsive to the malefic spiritual agencies). Human freedom means that 
individuals have to choose between a willing, love "slavery" to God, and a natural 
slavery to self and sin. The first one means freedom, because one is always able and 
free to chose "liberation" from God, whereas the second one is only illusion of absolute 
liberty, s·1nce even the moral ability to chose anything but sin is affected. We are only 
theoretically equal and free, and this is not our worse problem. God evaluates us 
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through His infinite grace and by our responsiveness when His Word and His Spirit 
search our conscience. 
The human freedom and accountability are in the highest sense revealed in the 
classic prophecy, which is usually a conditional prophecy.146 God foretold that 
Ninneveh will in 40 days be destroyed, but it did not happen then. 147 When God 
revealed by prophecy a detail, such as the name of the reformer king Josiah, it 
happened (1 K 13:2); but His prophecy about the peaceful end of the same Josiah was 
deflected by the king's own choice outside God's will, while he may be trusted God's 
favourable prophecy. 148 There are many conditional aspects of prophecy, which did not 
happen and their time passed. Especially some favourable, optimistic prophecies 
concerning Israel and other ancient people didn't happen, while the pessimistic ones 
usually occurred, though with some delay. 149 
While we have no explicit statement before each prophecy, to know if it ·1s 
conditional or not, we may interpret them in the light of divine covenant stipulations. 
Apocalyptic prophecy (I mean, biblical apocalyptic) however, seems to be different. Its 
intentional covered language (with its discreet, reserved angelic explanations), its 
universal scope and final reach, suggest and prove foreknowledge. If conditional 
prophecy challenges the human faith and faithfulness, inciting to action, through the 
plainest language, apocalyptic challenges especially our trust and patience, and so 
much study, wisdom and insight. Nevertheless, no one could decide a priori that in an 
apocalyptic book like Daniel is no conditional prophecy. That of Nebuchadnezzar in 
chapter 4 is certainly conditional, because he could avoid its fulfilment. 150 The 
prophecies in chapters 2, 7, 8, 9 have nothing to do with personal predetermination. In 
some reasonable limits, one may choose to be a "saint of the Most High" or part of a 
beast. 
What about chapter 11, which is selected by Grabbe to indicate complete 
determinism? It means just the fact that God knew long time before those Seleucids and 
Ptolemies were born, their future actions, simply because God is not only immanent in 
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history, leading it toward His purposes, but He is also transcendent, outside the time 
flow, since He is eternal, seeing the future as precisely as He sees the present in all 
spatial minuteness. This fact did not affect in some occult way, the attitude of different 
Hellenistic personages involved in that prophecy. Supposing that they had read the 
prediction and believed, they could personally choose to avoid a wrong involvement. 
Anyway, God loves people more than numbers or His own predictions. If a prophecy is 
not fulfilled, it might be conditional, and not foresightful. And there are so many 
prophecies that God would like to see them unfulfilled. 
The tension between God's foreknowledge and human freedom is paradoxical as 
there many other Biblical (or even scientific) truth. Biblical revelations feed our faith by 
a lot of opposite truths. If someone wants to get rid of the Book, he or she must find 
however a better excuse. Grabbe says, in fact, that detailed and long-time prediction is 
not possible, but having been indicated Daniel 11, he objects that such a detailed 
prophecy would infringe human freedom. I wonder how a prophecy must tell and what 
language and specifications should it use to force a sceptical "theolosaur" to accept it, 
at least as a working hypothesis. 
11.2 Historical setting of Daniel, according to itself 
Whereas the Porphyrian thesis requires an adequate historical setting, that is the 
Jewish crisis under Antiochus in the 2"d century B.C.E., the book itself requires a 6'h 
century B.C.E. setting. Scholars who support the composite nature of the book, with 
some old stories collected and embellished, then some false predictions and religio-
political perspectives added to answer the acute contemporary crisis, they must answer 
themselves, in a proper manner, some questions. Why have young Jews tackling with 
the Babylonian learning, in a time when learning a pagan language as Greek, equated 
to growing pigs? If Nebuchadnezzar is a literary shadow of the hated Antiochus 
Epiphanes, how could the contemporary Pseudo-Daniel make him repent, then keep 
his throne as a converted king? If Pseudo-Daniel was a Hasid, however sage and 
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moderate, how could he be so indifferent or reserved concerning the extraordinary 
exploits of Judas Maccabaeus, the most famous Jew among his contemporaries? 
N. K. Gottwald151 observes the tension between the supposed Hasidic identity of 
the group who produced Daniel and the quite pacifist stance taken by the book, "since 
Judas Maccabee's contribution is called only 'a little help' (11 :34) and the great image 
is brought down [ ... ] 'with no human hand' (2:45)". In Daniel, nothing is said about 
sword, and so much is said about word. Gottwald attempted a timid contention for a 
more combative stance, pointing to Daniel 11 :32 (NRS): " ... but the people who are 
loyal to their Cod shall stand firm and take action". The literary context, however, does 
not allow us understand that "action" as a violent, military or even a political one. It 
must be some action proper to the wise, as is further indicated: "the wise among the 
people shall give understanding to many" - v.33, shall "lead many to righteousness" -
12:3. They have to enlighten and guide the people as the celestial bodies do, so as to 
shine like sun and stars in God's eternal kingdom.152 
The 6'h century 8.C.E. historical setting is much better represented in Daniel, 
therefore it must be emphasised, such as do the proper claims of the book. All the 
stories and visionary experiences of Daniel occur in the Babylonian Exile (Captivity), 
which - if begun with the first Babylonian blow on Jerusalem (605 8.C.E.), until the 
decree of repatriation given by Cyrus (between 539-537 8.C.E.) - roughly spans 70 years, 
according to the prediction of Jeremiah (25:11-12). 
The following table sets the stories and prophecies of Daniel in their historical 
(Biblical and secular) context. While the chronological aspect might have some 
problems, the table is helpful for practical purpose: to give us a synoptic view of the 
historical setting of Daniel. Understandably, a deeper historical study is necessary to 
better perceive some historical connections that have their bearing on the book of 
Daniel. But whatever such study would exhibit, it must show the chronological and 
prophetic links with the other contemporary - or close to that time - prophets. 
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Tentative chronology of the historical setting of Daniel 
BCE Events in Judea Events in Chaldea Relevant events in other 
places 
627-609 In the time of king Josiah. Prophet King Nabopolassar of 
Habakkuk about Judah and Chaldea. Babylon (625-605) shakes off 
Prophet 'Zephaniah about Judah, the Assyrian yoke and in 
Philistia., Moab, Ammon, Ethiopia, alliance with Media defeats 
Assyria et. al. The first prophecies of Assyria (612-605). 
Jeremiah (1-20) .. 
609 Jehoiakim is king. Prophecies of 
Jeremiah aJ?ainst Jehoia.kirn (27-28) 
605 Jerusalem besieged; Jeremiah's Jews prisoners selected for the Nebuchadnezzar, son of 
Dan 1:1 prophecies against Jehoia.kim (22. imperial court to be educated. Nabopolassar, defeats at 
Jr 25:1-12 25-36). Defeat of Jchoiakim. Yahweh's Among them, the teen-agers Daniel, Carchemish the Assyro-
treasure objects carried to the temple of Hannaniah. Mishael and Azariah. Egyptian coalition. 
Marduk, first wave of prisoners I The righteous Daniel inspires his 
hostages from aristocracy. Beginning of friends to be faithful to the Jewish 
the 70 vears of caotivitv. Torah. 
c. 602 The young Jews' graduation. Dream 
Dan 1:5, H about the humanlike image and the 
stone. Daniel becomes head of the 
Babylonian sages; and his friends~ 
govern~rs in the district ofBabvlon. 
601 Jehoiakirn became vassal to 
2Ki24:J-7 Nebuchadnezzar. 
598-597 Because of Jehoiakim's rebellion, Among prisoners Jews. Ezekiel the 
2 Chr 36:5-10, Nebuchadnezzar comes again; Jehoiakim priest, is taken near the channel 
Jer 27:18-22, captured; new wave of prisoners; part of N aru Kabari, by Nippur. 
Jer 52:28. the Temple's treasure brought to the 
Jer 34:18-19. imperial palace. New Jewish king 
Jehoiakin is dethroned after three months 
an<l taken to Babylon with all his family. 
Nebuchadnezzar puts Zedekiah in his 
place~ vassal. LJyalty oath of Jewish 
leadership. Prophecy of Jeremiah about 
Jews (29-31 ). 
593 Zedekiah goes to Babylon, called to 
Jer 51:59. loyalty oath. The golden image test. 
Dan 3. The three young officials Jews 
saved from the fiery furnace. 
Ezekiel prophesies against 
Jerusalem (chs. 1-7). 
592-587 Jeremiah's prophecies abou! Jerusal,em, New prophecies of Ezekiel against 
Egypt and Babylon (27:12-22: 28) Jerusalem (chs. 8-24). Daniel 
mentioned among the most 
righteous men of their time. 
588-587 Zedekiah rebels. Chaldeans come to Prophecies of Ezekiel 25-28 and Babylonian expeditions 
2Chr 36:11-21 besiege Jerusalem. New wave of 30:20-26 against Amnwn, Tyre, toward Egypt. TI1e long siege 
Jer 52:1-4_29, prisoners. Jeremiah imprisoned. Sidon and Egypt. Mention of Daniel of Tyre begins. 
37:ll-21, 39:1 Prophecies for 'Zedekiah et.al. (32-3537) as the most famous sal!e (28:3) 
586 Siege resumed, Jerusalem conquered, Ezekiel 31 prophesies against 
2 Ki 24:20, Zedekiah prisoner, his sons killed. Egypt. 
25:1-2l, Zedekiah blinded then killed. temple and 
Jer 39:2-14, city utterly destroyed. Judea becomes a 
52:5-27, Babylonian province. 
2 Ki 25:25-26 Lmnentations. 
Jcr 40-43 Gedaliah appointed governor under 
Chaldean domination. Gedaliah killed by 
Jews in short time. The Jews flee to 
E1".rnt, t.akitH.! Jeremiah with them. 
585 Je,·e1niah 's prophecies in Egypt against New prophecy of Ezekiel against 
Pharcwh Hovhra (Apries)and Jews (44) Eevnt (ch 32) 
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582 New convoy of prisoners fron1 
Jer 52:30 Jerusalem. 
574 Tyre subjected after 13 
years of Chaldean siege. 
between Nebuchadnezzar's madness and 
.574-564? recoverv. 153 Dan 4 
573/2 Ezekiel's great prophecies of 
restoration (chs. 40-48). 
571 Prophecy of Ezekiel (29:18-21, 
Judea is largely 30:1-19?) Mains/ EPVnt. 562-561 End of Nebuchadnezzar's reign. His 
son, Awil-Marduk is king. 
Dominance of Marduk's clergy in 
politics. 154 
560 
depopulated; Jehoiakin liberated from prison and 2 Ki 25:27-30, cared by Awil-Marduk. 
Jer 52"31-34 
559 Kinll Neri?:al-shar-utsur. 
5561555 King Nabu-nahid. Politico-religious 
part of the Jews 
conflicts with the priests of Marduk. 
c. 553 King (coregent) Bel-shar-utsur. Royal residence of Nabu-
Vision in Daniel 7 about world nahid in Terna. 
oowers and divine Judgement. 
c.551 The vision in Daniel 8: attacks 
deported to Babylon, 
against Sanctuary until 2300 
evening-mornings end. Daniel 
perplexed and sick. 
c. 550 King Cyrus, Persian vassal 
and related to the Median 
dynasty takes ascension over 
part of them fled in Egypt, Medes. 
547 Lydia, defeated by Cyrus, 
becomes Medo-Persian 
province. Cyrus is "king of 
the lands". 
539 and a disorganised remnant, Babylon falls under the Medo-
Dan 5 Persians (entered through the 
Euphrate's bed, partially drained by 
the allies, while tbe city was Nabu-nahid defeated is taken 
unimportant for Babylonians, feasting), Bel-shar-ut<;ur killed.
155 to Carmania. 
539-538 "Darius tbe Mede"'"" (Cyaxares II? 
Ugbaru?) is made ''king of 
Babylon". Medo-Persian Empire 
still in Judea. organised. Daniel, supreme vizier. 
His study and prayer in favour of 
the divine promised restoration. The 
great messianic revelation in Daniel 
9. 
c. 537 End of the 70 years of captivity. Cyrus, "king ofBabylon, king of 
2Chr 36:22-23 the lands". Decree concerning 
Jewish repatriation and rebuilding 
the Temple. Prophecies of Isaiah, 
Jeremiah, t:zekiel etc. reach a 
modest fulfilment (Is 14:1-23, 44:26 
- 48:22; 60; Jer:50-51, Ez 36-48). 
c. 536 The first car a vans of repatriated Jews 
Ezra 1-2 arrive at Jerusalem, under the Jewish 
Ezra 3:1-7 prince Sheshbazzar (l.erubbabel?). The 
altar is restored so that burned offerings 
could be brought for tbe feasts of the 7!ll 
month, 
c.535 Prince Zerubabel and High Priest Jesbua Daniel on Tigris's banks. Prayer 
Ezra 3:8-13 lead the Temple's rebuilding. and fast. Vision of cbapters 10-12. 
Ezra 4:1-5a Samaritans' proposal to join is rejected. 
They retaliate. Intrill:ues throuQh the 
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Persian counsellors to stop the Jews' 
work. 
530-529? The work of rebuilding laid aside until Death of Daniel in the land of exile, Death of C)TUS in obscure 
Ezra 4:5b. 519 BC. unknown date. circumstances, 
Thus, from Daniels data, attested in part by modern archaeological and 
philological discoveries, not to mention the New Testament, all historical and prophetic 
chapters of the book stand best in the context of the Babylonian Captivity followed by 
God's judgement on Babylon, the advent of Cyrus the Great (seen by Isaiah as a 
messianic type157) and the liberation and restoration of God's people. 
11.3 The author's intent and the first readers 
To be consistent with my premise laid above, Daniel's first addressees were the 
Jews in Babylonian captivity. Because Ezekiel who lived probably by Nippur refers 
Daniel twice, and because the writings of Jeremiah and Ezekiel show that relations 
between the Jews in Palestine and those in captivity didn't cease, we may safely say 
that Daniel wrote for the encouragement of all Jews. His message is basically in 
agreement with those of Jeremiah (whom he cites in ch. 9:1-2) and Ezekiel, who 
prophesied against Babylon, while condemning the Jewish apostasy I idolatry, then 
predicting the restoration in 70 years. In the first chapter, all but four captives taken to 
the palace remain faithful to the laws of the Creator. In chapter 3, all officials present 
(including Jews, probably Zedekiah and his chamberlain Seraiah, see Jer 51 :59) are 
found with soiled noses. In chapter 4, the arrogant Babylonian king repents after a time 
of "7 seasons" (years) of divine judgement, then is restored, as an object lesson, not 
only for his successors like Belshazzar, but also for the Jews, who because of their 
apostasy had to suffer a divine punishment of 7 decades of captivity, then to be 
restored, after their repentance. In both cases, idolatry is not seen as the main cause, 
but the sinning life in general, and particularly the oppressive attitude toward the fellow 
humans, the repeated rejection of divine warnings, and pride. 158 
Besides encouraging his contemporary Jews to repent, to be faithful to their God, 
by worshipping Him only, to pray and be ready for the day of their deliverance, 
Daniel's main prophetic thrust makes us understand that the future generat"1ons of 
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Yahweh's people are also in view of the author, with even greater emphasis. The "saints 
of the Most High" had to experience heavier troubles in the future generations. The 
spirit of Babylon will not die. In the subsequent empires it even will increase. 
Therefore, Daniel would comfort and encourage them to be faithful, no matter the 
consequences, because it is God's plan to purify and exalt His people, to make Himself 
known, to finally bring His righteous Judgement and His eternal divine-human kingdom 
to replace suddenly, and "not by human hand," the beastly-human kingdoms. 
If we take Daniel by word, his main interest in writing down the testimony of his 
experiences and visions, was to have this prophecy preserved, even sealed, up to the 
latter days. Thus while he couldn't understand the actual lapse until the "time of the 
end," he was well aware of his mission to write and make circulate his revelations with 
a special message for "the saints," reaching our times and beyond. Consequently, his 
book was extensively used as more as the time passed, and now it is among the most 
used and abused books of the TNK. 
11.4 The general structure of the book 
Scholars like William Shea, Arthur Ferch, Jacques Dou khan and others studied in 
depth the literary structure of Daniel, according to form and content.159 My 
understanding is basically the same as theirs, so that I prepared a diagram that makes 
use of their conclusions and partially of their schemata. 
Roughly, the book of Daniel is made up by 6 narrative (story) chapters and 6 
prophetic (apocalyptic chapters). Most of the narrative chapters a written in Aramaic 
2:4b - 7:28, and the rest is Hebrew, like the first chapter. Thus the linguistic division do 
not exactly corresponds to the content. Nor the classic division in "historical" and 
"prophetic" is absolute, because the first apocalyptic revelation is found in the section 
of the stories (ch. 2) and narrative elements form the framework of each prophetic-
apocalyptic revelation. Unlike a lot of Biblical books, the chapters of Daniel are not 
arbitrary divisions, except chs. 10-12 that actually form a unit. Thus the book has 10 
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natural chapters, most of them rigorously dated and all arranged in strict chronological 
order within the narrative and apocalyptic sections respectively: 
ch. HISTORICAL (NARRATIVE) CHAPTERS ch. PROPHETIC (APOCALYPTIC) CHAPTERS 
1 3'' of Jehoiakim I Nebuchadnezzar's accession 605 BCE 
2 2"' year of Nebuchadnezzar C. 603 BCE 7 I" of Belshazzar C. 553 BCE 
3 undated, but obviously subsequent (2:49, 3:12) 8 3" of Belshazzar C. 551 BCE 
4 undated, but implied as subsequent (4:34-37) 9 I" of Darius the Mede C. 538 BCE 
5 the night of the fall of Babylon 539 BCE 10-12 3" of Cyrus the Persian C. 535 BCE 
6 1" of Darius the Mede C. 538 BCE 
While the first narrative chapter stands as a prologue for the whole book, chs. 
2-7 form a chiasmus embracing the Aramaic section. Chapters 2 and 7 parallel by their 
basic apocalyptic revelations in the book, both presenting the theme of the four earthly 
kingdoms followed by God's messianic kingdom. Chapters 3 and 6 parallel by the 
theme of trial at the Babylon's court (the fiery furnace and the lions den), and chapter 4 
and 5 parallel in the chiasmus' centre with their related thematic: a disciplinary, 
salvational judgement on the first king of Babylon, the enemy of Jews, and a punitive, 
final judgment on the last king of Babylon. Both are punished for their self-exaltation, 
the last being considered guiltier because of the knowledge of his predecessor's 
experience. 
Then follow the four Hebrew chapters in a chronological and logic succession. 
The vision of chapter 8 refers explicitly to the preceding one described in chapter 7 (see 
Daniel 8:1 ), moreover it has the same theme and obvious common elements. The 
prayer and supernatural encounter of chapter 9 is linked chronologically and 
thematically to the narratives of chapters 1 :1-2 and 6:1 0, and the prophetic revelation 
of Daniel 9:24-27 is a resuming of Gabriel's visionary explana''ons of chapter 8. The 
great vision of chapters 10-12 is another explanation of the apocalypse of Daniel 8 and 
some elements in chapter12 refer back to the vision of chapter 7. 
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The two halves of the book are strongly related, the first one preparing the reader 
for the second one. Gottwald rightly sees the narrative first six chapters of the Book of 
Daniel "as necessary forerunners" to the apocalyptic visions of chapters 7-12, and he 
points out that the apocalyptic scenario is repeated through the book "in differing ways 
in a ... spiral technique called 'recapitulation'". 160 
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HISTORICAL ~ PROPHETIC 
The Literary Structure of the Book of Daniel 
Ill AN EXEGESIS OF DANIEL 7 
111.1 The place of the first vision of Daniel 
Arthur Ferch recognised the central position of this chapter in the book of 
Daniel. It interlocks the two blocks of material - Aramaic and Hebrew - through its 
corinection with the historical section by language and symmetry, and with the visions 
of chs. 8 - 12 by chronological sequence and content, as it is seen in the previous 
schema.161 
111.1.a The literary structure of Daniel 7 
The entire narrative of this chapter '1s thoroughly structured. And it is st'tll 
necessary to do more in depth study of its structure, not only to notice the unity of the 
chapter, but also to understand better its message. 
Prologue Resh millin 
A.The first three beasts 
B. The fourth beast 
C. The little horn 
D. The Judgment fiery scene 
C1. The little horn 
B 1• The fourth beast 
A 1 . The first three beasts 
The representative MAN is led before the Court 
v. 1 
V. 2-6 
v. 7 
v.8 
v. 9-10 
v. Ila 
v. lib 
v. 12 
and receives supreme, universal and eternal kingdom. v. 13-14 
a. Preliminary reaction v. 15 
b. Initial request of explanation v. 16 
§ c. Initial explanation v. 17-18 
·~ jg b1. Second request of explanation (detailed: 4lh beast, 10 v. 19-22 
"' 0 horns, little horn, saints, conflict, Judgment, kingdom). 
>< 
'1l c1• Second explanation (detailed: 4lh beast, 10 horns, little v. 23-27 
horn, saints, conflict, Judgment, kingdom) 
Epilogue:a1 Final reaction. Sopha' di miltha'. v. 28 
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111.1.b Linguistic analysis 
Some Aramaic terms and expressions will now be considered, in order to find 
the safest fuel for the exegetical demarche. 
Daniel 7 :1 
?;:i~ l?Li -,i.;rgib;:J? ;"!";llJ n~lli:i::i~. The same syntactic pattern as in Hebrew 
chapters: 1 :1, 8:1, 9:1, 10:1. i~~ )'?D lliKJ Comp. l"1ti~ 1i:;ri-lliKi (Ps 119:160), 
contrasting with i~r;r ~io (Ee 12:13). These idioms, rendered differently by 
lexicographers and translators, should be further studied. They seemingly mean more 
than "beginning" and, respectively, "end" of "things") and, according to LXX, KEcjlcU .. aLa 
A.6ywv ("the capital/ fundamental /principal/ summary of the words"). 162 However, we 
should note that Theodotion neglected completely this phrase, followed by modern 
translations like NRS. Thus, it is possible to understand the expression, as the parallel 
structure of the verse seems to indicate, like the table below attempts to make evident. 
lliKi ci'?n 
B :i::J;:,lliD-?l) :1WKJ '1ln1 ;i!O Cl~IJ '?wi;r A 
B 1 i~~ 1'?D lliKJ ::ii:i:;i K~?Q J'}K;l A 1 
If this structure, so specific to the Biblical literature, intends to give the same 
meaning for lliKJ in the parallel lines, then we should understand r?D lliKJ as identical 
in meaning with K~?IJ A1 though taking the form of B-B 1: he told things that passed 
through his head. This is only a supposition, not yet convincing, considering the usual 
syntax. 
Daniel 7:2 
i~~1 ['?K'J:t] ;i~lJ "Daniel spoke and said". A common formula used 
approximately 100 times in Biblical Hebrew (Gn 18:27, Zee 6:5). This phrase, 
however, does not appear in the old translations (LXX, 0, VUL), thus appearing to be a 
scribal error (;ill' instead of ;"TJK I an addition of iDK1, cf. 0). 
"" T T T - T ; 
1i~J .... !"1'1;:) ;iri;; I was looking ... and behold. (comp. with Heb. ;i1;i1 ;i~i~~ in 
Daniel 8:3, Ez 2:9, Zee 5:1 et al.) The phrase l"1')1J ;irr;i is used ten times in Daniel in 
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the first person (4:7.10, 7:2.4.6.7.9. 11.13.21 ). and twice 1n the second person 
(2:31.34). Inv. 8 1'?~) instead of 1i~). N;'?'',-o.ll '1llj:l in my vision in the night (Dan 
7:7.13, 2:19, comp. Heb. Jb 4:13, 20:8, 33:15, Is 29:7, Mi 3:6). 
N'~tD 'n1i .ll:liN the four winds of heaven - see on Daniel 8:8, 11 :4. The 
T - : .• - ' -
expression points to a universal hurricane. This metaphor of the wind was already used 
for the destructive force of the war, 163 a motif further developed in the NT Revelation 
(7:1-3). 11:!'"1? "butting" has the same root as in Daniel 8:4, 11 :40. It is an old military 
image (Dt 33:17, 1 Ki 22:11, Ps 44 6). N?J NI?:'? Comp. Heb. Nu 34:6, Ez 48:28, the 
Great Sea= The Mediterranean. The Targum gives the same phrase as the Aramaic of 
Daniel.164 
Daniel 7:3 
J;ii::iJ ll'i:! .ll:;l""!~1 and four great beasts (living creatures) ... - comp. Ez 1 :5. 
While the four living creatures of Ezekiel are connected with the throne of Yahweh, 
they share with the beasts of Daniel the numeral four, which is a consecrated symbol of 
the universal. It is a possible correspondence, a mirror image of Ezekiel's imagistic, as 
in the NT Revelation are found four living creatures (cherubs), corresponding in some 
way with the four horses (Rev 4:6-7, 6:1-8). N1?:-1~ Ji?'?? came out of the sea -the verb 
is used in the Aramaic of Daniel (2:29, 7:3.6.20) and of Ezra (4:12). 
Daniel 7:4 
~J'? itpl-,., ]'5l~1 0'il'.t:J NI;'l:l?ij? the first one, was like a lion and it had wings 
of eagle. The combination lion-eagle, is seen in Ez 1:10, 10:14, and in the prophetic 
imagery describing the Babylonian invasion (Jer 4:7.13, 48:40, Lam 4:19, Hab 1 :8, Ez 
17:3.12), as it was also a common Babylonian decorative and mythological element. It 
stresses both swiftness and strength, like in 2S 1 :23. ::t';:l~ 1~'i~-''1 iP until its wings 
have been plucked/ until it has lost its wings? See how the passive (Niphcal) stem of 
this root in Hebrew means to loose (hair}. Leviticus 13:40-41. N;iitt-W n?'~~1 and it 
was lifted up from the ground. See the same verb in Daniel 4:31, and in Is 63:9 used 
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beside N\VJ lift. li~'PD tDl~;J r?ri-'?~1 and made to stand on two feet like a human 
being-comp. 2Ki 13:21, 1Ch 28:2, 2Ch 3:13, Ez 2:1, 37:10, Zee 14:12. 
;i? :::l'i'.1; tDl!,$ :::i:;h1 and a human heart (mind) was given to it (comp. Ps 104:15, 
Is 13:7, 2S 15:6, Gn 8:21 ), i.e. human intelligence, feeling or state of spirit (1 S 17:32). 
In a context of changing human mind to animal mind and viceversa, see Daniel 
4:16.34, Ez 11 :19, where the experience of Nebuchadnezzar is related. 
Daniel 7:5 
;;l:~n the second one ? ;;:~;r ressembling to, like (cf. Sol 2:9, Gn 1 :26 in 
Hebrew). :::i'i bear (like in Hebrew, Pr 17:12, Lam 3:10). n~p;;) il}-i~ifh1 raised up on 
one side, that is, half raised, not fully raised. J'!l'?!l ribs Comp. Hebrew !l'?C:I (Gn 2:22 
et al.). ;i? ]'if?~ P1 lit. and so saying they to it (and it was been said like this). See 
Daniel 3:4, 4:28, 11 :21, for the use of the plural impersonal or in the third person, to 
express a passive. N'~!g ilg:l '":;i~ '~1p raise and eat much flesh. Bears are not 
especially carnivorous. Yet this one is more carnivorous than the lion described above 
as having been received a human heart. 
Daniel 7:6 
i~p like a leopard/ panther(Jer 13:23, Hab 1 :8), a symbol of agility I swiftness. 
ri~~t'?~ 'li!l-'"1 !l~l~ ]'5l~ ;i?1 and it had four wings of bird on its back. A 
double number of wings, in comparison with the first beast, to further emphasise 
swiftness. 
]'tDNi ;;~~i~1 and four heads (See Gn 2:10 and Jg 9:34). In Hebrew, the similar 
expression O'IDN';i ;;~:;i,i~ means, four divisions (a. branches of a single river; b. 
military companies I divisions, parted from a principal army), which fits very well this 
political symbol. The natural meaning of a polycephalous monster is an entity 
characterised by disunity, having four command centres, instead of one (Pr 28:2). These 
four heads correspond obviously to the Macedonian four horns of the next vision (Dan 
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8:4.20-21 ), and to the four divisions of the Macedonian Empire from the last oracle 
(Dan 11 :3-4). i1? ::J.';i; 197?1 and dominion was given to it. 
Daniel 7:7 
KJ'l'1~ (= Heb. in') extraordinary Daniel 2:31, 8:9, Ee 2:15. K~'PD) (~pnl strong 
Ezra 4:20, Daniel 2:40, 3:33, 4:8. 'lnO'K1 (l:l'K) awful (the same root: Hab 1 :7, Sol 6:4) . 
• T : •• ; 
;i?'n'1 terrible, dreadful Daniel 2:31, 4:2, 5:19, 6:27, 7:19 ( = Heb. i,m Job 32:6). 
;ii?:J~1 ;i?::i~ l?l::lJ it ate and tore much. i1? "n~-,., r~i!i1 and it had iron teeth (cf. v. 
19.23). The same words are employed in chapter 2 ( ... p1ri ...... K?!:i ... p7;:r~ K?\i~l to 
refer the fourth world kingdom (Dan 2:40), the iron-kingdom. ;i9~J i1~?lJ::;l NJ~V1 and 
it trampled underfoot the remains, the remnant (cf. v. 19.23). This verb is present in 
Hebrew too: o>:ii = ooi Ez 32:2, 34:18.19, a root used in Daniel 8:7.10.13. ;:-t'Ji!JO 
T; - : 
different, from a root (;"Tli!l/Nli!l change, a/ten used extensively in Daniel: (2:9.21, 
3:19.28, 4:13, 5:6.9.10, 6:9.16.18, 7:19.23.24.25. 28). i1? ii!)l) r~li?1 and ithad 10 
horns. This (v. 20.24) is the only occurrence in TNK of a ten-horned animal. The 
meaning of multiple horns coming up from one head is suggested by the next vision in 
chapter 8. The two horns of the ram-kingdom stand for the two allied forces and 
dynasties of Media and Persia (8:20), while the four horns of the goat-kingdom 
symbolise four kingdoms inheriting the empire of Alexander (8:22). In all cases, the ten 
horns, are not described as raising one after another, but they are always described as a 
group, and therefore, meant to be understood as contemporary. 
Daniel 7:8 
;"TJ'll\ 'iO~ J:it' another horn, a little (small, young) one. This is the single horn 
described while rising among the other horns: Ji;t'l.'::;l, ni?i,t;l cf. v. 20.24, that is while 
they continue to exist. Nt;J~~ 'l_;ll::i like human eyes - possibly suggesting partial 
judgment as in Job 1 0:5, or simply in comparison to the other horns, which appear to 
be blind, this is the only one seeing and speaking. In spite of its physical smallness, it 
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has some controlling power over them. 1?i:::l:'I '?'?~~ 0~1 and a mouth speaking great 
words (Dan 7:11.20) that is words against the Most High (v. 25). 
Daniel 7:9 
i'~i 119"1~ (cf. LXX and 8 : hE811aav) thrones were set (arranged), though the 
usual meaning of the verb 11-:~i I ;-m; is throw, crist. :::lr\~ r~i' P'l1~1 and an Ancient of 
days sat. Besides Daniel 7:9.13.22, the Aramaic P'l1~ is found only in the post-exilic 
Hebrew: 1 Ch 4:22. The plural thrones implies the expectance of a court, a jury (see v. 
11 d, cf. Job 1 :1, Ps 82:1, Is 24:23, Dan 4:17, Rev 4:4). 
i)n i?z;i::i ;:Jl,!i1:::J.'? His garments were white as snow, i:.:p~ i~~;i ;:Jl,!il-:J i~ili1 and 
His hair was clean like wool. p'?7 ":1l '0i'?:i7~ i1l-''1 1':::l':::lili ;:J'9"1f His throne was 
fire flames; its wheels were burning fire. The description of the majestic chariot-throne 
has some similarities with that of Ez 1 :16-28, 10:1.9-22. The noun i1l, is used 
extensively in 3:6:11.15.17.20-27. 
Daniel 7:10 
'0i~;ii?,-1~ P!:l21 il.2 i1i-'"1 -i;:q a stream of fire flowed out issuing from His 
presence. ;:J~1ilil?tg~ 0'!:1'?~ 'l~K. a thousand of thousands (one million) beings were 
serving Him. p~1p; '0i~7i? 1)'.;li i::li1 and a myriad of myriads stood before Him -
attending Him (as NRS renders), or waiting for their particular sentence? The first 
variant is supported by the parallelism of the lines, and the second is supported by a 
late use in apocalyptic. See Rev 20:11-20 that seems to be built on Daniel's vision. 
These later buildings, however, do not necessarily interpret the basic vision; they might 
often use an old phrasing or imagery to build their own scenes. 
:::lrl' Nr"1 the 'judgment" sat down must mean only the court sat in judgment 
(NRS, IEP ii tribunale sedette, EIN Das Cericht nahm Platz). This translation explains 
also the presence of more than one throne. LXX and 8 confirm this understanding: 
Kpn~plOv EKa6lOE(V) = [the] court sat. The root ri /]ii is present in Hebrew too 165 
and even the name of Daniel is based on it. 
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1n'n;;i 1'i!:l01 and certain books were opened. Books opened to investigation 
during the judgement are usual in Biblical apocalyptic (Rev 20:12). Comp. Daniel 12:1, 
i;Jl:l~ :i1n:;:i 1-t~l?lD-'?:;:i everyone who will be found written in the book. This is an old 
prophetic theme (Is 4:3, Ex 32:32, Ps 69:29, 139:16, Jer 17:13), further enriched in the 
Persian period, on the basis of the cultural experience (Ezra 2:62, Ne 7:64, Est 2:23, 
6:2, Mal 3:16-18). The NT further builds on this theme: Phil 4:3, Rev 3:5, 5:1-5, 13:8, 
1 7:8, 20:12.15, 21 :27, 22:19. The reference to names that are found written in "the" 
book (Dan 12:1), implies investigation of cases. As a result of this judgment, God's 
enemies are destroyed and "the people of saints of the Most High," through their 
Representative, receive the eternal kingdom (because the judgment was given for them: 
Daniel 7:22.26-27). 
Daniel 7:11 
:i?~r;iD 1-tr1i? ''l 1-t~9i:;r:i 1-t~~D '?i?-lD because of the sound of those great 
words that the horn was speaking. The prophet's attention is drawn especially to this 
arrogant horn, which is the main actor on the one side of the scene. The writer 
emphasises here that the wicked horn didn't yield up with the beginning of the 
Judgment, but he kept on calling out its "great words," that is high claims and godlike 
orders. 1-ti;;1'r:i n~'~P ,., ;p n');:') mi:i 1-t91-;l n-:rp''? n~';:t'1 ;ir;i~i 1~1:i1 ! looked till the 
beast was killed and its body was destroyed and given to burning of fire. This could 
happen only as a result of the Judge's verdict. The interesting fact is that the little horn is 
not judged alone. The beast is punished for all its horns and sins. Daniel uses here as a 
hapax, a different word for fire, lot~~, which seems to be an Hebraism. 
Daniel 7;12 
Ji:1l~'?9 1'"1ll;;T Kt;i)'r1 i~~1 the remaining beasts were also deprived of their 
power (dominance, rule). The destiny of the first three beasts is different. They are only 
stripped out of their power, Jii!'? n~':i; l"O:;i :i:;:ii!:t1 but their life continues under 
God's providence, J7l!1 Wril) for a specific time respectively. In contrast, the fourth 
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beast, being the last one, is deposed and executed at once. The apparent simultaneous 
life of the four beasts should be compared to the metal-kingdoms of chapter 2, where 
the future history is envisioned not only as successive powers, but also as ages of the 
same entity. Finally, they are all broken together (2:35.45). 
Daniel 7: 13 
K'OiLi 'llln:lll 1ix1 and behold with the clouds of heaven. The cloud is 
'T-: .. T-: - -:-
associated in the Jewish thought with the divine covered Presence: Ex 14:19 (the Angel 
of Yahweh), the chariot of Yahweh (Ps 104:3, Is 19:1 _l. 
:1);:1 :1lil:l iLi~~ i:;i:; The phrase iLi~~ i:;l - later, iLip:;i I K~~i:;i I NT Pesh itta 
KiLilKi :1i:::l corresponds to Heb. tl';tl:l p = son of Adam I human being, synonym to 
iLi'K and iLiil~ (Dan 8:17, Nu 23:19, Dt 32:8, especially in the poetic books and in 
Ezekiel). It is found also in Old Aramaic texts (The Sefire Inscriptions Ill 16).166 
':11:::iip;:i ':1io-;ip1 :1tp7? x;~i' p'r:i~riJ.71 and He was brought (lit. they brought 
Him near) before Him (the Ancient of Days). Worthy of notice, the Hebrew expression 
... tiip :::iip [;i] come near to is used also for a royal audience in a 5th century B.C.E. 
Aramaic papyrus: l'l"l:::iip :::l'ixmo tiip presented you before Sennacherib. 167 
Daniel 7:14 
1:;7~1 i~'1 W?~ :::l'Ti~ ct~) and was given Him power, glory and kingdom. This 
mysterious Being like a "son of man" must o~rtainly be the expected Messiah, because 
He receives kingdom from God. x;~9'?1 x;~~ x;~7?¥ '?:i1 and all peoples, nations and 
languages is a specific idiom in the Aramaic of Daniel: 3:4.7.31, 5:19, 6:26. Applied to 
the cosmic scene of this vision, it certainly means the universal kingdom of Messiah. 
pn'?El' er'? they will worship Him applies exclusively to Messiah as Divine Person, 
because this is exactly the term used for cultus, worship or divine service in Biblical 
Aramaic (Ezra 7:19.24, Dan 3:12.14.17.18.28, 6:1 7.21, 7:14.27). 168 
;-r1ll'_ x7-,., t:l~~ 1tp'?~ ctl_tp1?~ His is an eternal dominion, which shall not pass 
away. This doxology emphasises again the messianic and divine nature of this "like a 
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son of man" who shares God's glory (Dan 3:33, 4:3 et al.). '?:;ii:u;in N?-,., :-rri1::i7~1 
Daniel 2:24. Thus the kingdom established through this Representative Man, is clearly 
identified with the kingdom of God. 
Daniel 7:15 
'n1i n:i::ii;i~ my spirit was grieved (troubled). See Daniel 2:1 .3 ('mi tlJ)~l'.'11 and 
my spirit was disturbec/J, comp. 8:27. The insistance on '?N~YJ :-ra~ cf. 7:28, is seen 
also in Daniel 8:1.15, 9:2, 10:2.7, 12:5. :-rni Nil:l within the body? The second term, 
is considered by some to be a Persian loan word (meaning sheath). According to BDBG 
(11 02, § 5086) is an "expression at best strange". It is safe and sound to consider it a 
corruption from :-rn ]'l:.! I 1il:l on account of this.169 LXX renders it by icv i:oui:oL~ in 
(during) these fthings)/ 70 followed by VUL (in his= in these). 'l~?::J:;i' 'WNi ')\r11 and 
the visions of my head alarmed me Daniel 4:2. 
Daniel 7:16 
N~~~i?-W ;i::i-'?J) M::lii' I came near to one of those who were standing. The 
only beings described as standing there, are those "myriad of myriads" from v.10, 
probable understood as angels (cf. Rev 5:11, 7:1 ). ;in-'?;i-'?p :-rir.i-NJ):l~ N?'l:l:1 and I 
asked him the truth about all these things. See also v.19. The prophet is also eager to 
have more insight, and grasp more truth concerning the things shown to him. N?'l:I: 
truth (Dan. 2:8.45, 3:24, 6:13), corresponds ton~~ (Dan 8:12.26, 9:13, 10:1.21, 11 :2). 
'lllliii1; N~?r.i iW>i1 and the meaning (interpretation) of the things to show me. 
Daniel 2:4-7.9.16.24-26.30.36, 4:3.4.6.15.16.21, 5:7.8.12.15-17.26. See Heb. Ee 8:1 
i?7l iW!:i JrJi', where i'./J>i is, probably, an Aramaism. Instead, we find in Biblical 
Hebrew a term from the same Semitic root, having n for './!, which is specific to the 
Aramaic: iM>l to interpret (dreams) Gn 40:8.16.22, 41 :8.12.13.15, and 1iin!l 
interpretation (Gn 40:12.18). The Aramaic term became a technical one in the later 
apocalyptic. Among the most known writings found at Qumran, there is a Pesher 
Haf2.aqq0q. 
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Daniel 7:17 
N~ilr]n pnip; r:h~ ;i~:;li~ [mean} four kings that shall rise on the earth. Four 
"kings," is a half-disclosed pesher, since the angelus interpres further indicates, for 
example, that the fourth beast-king is a "kingdom" (v. 23). The same device is used in 
the first dream, where the golden head of the image is interpreted as a king 
(Nebuchadnezzar), and then all the successive powers are called kingdoms (Dan 
2:37.39-41.44). 
Daniel 7:18 
pi''?J? 'tp''1i? Ni;ii:h~ p'?:li?'1 but the saints of the Most High shall receive the 
kingdom. This is also a half explanation. At first view, it seems to identify the celestial 
human-like Being with "the saints of the Most High". In reality, this is only a summary 
explanation, and it reveals that the "Son of Man" is to be understood as a 
Representative. He is one of the saints, but not just a certain one. He is One who stands 
for all of them, representing, including, and "recapitulating" them. He receives the 
kingdom not for Himself only, but for all those He represents (v. 27).171 
N:~?~ o?~ i~1 Nf??~-;~ Ni;ii:i?~ pJon:1 and they shall hold the kingdom 
forever, for everlasting eternities cf. v. 27a., 12:3.13. 
Daniel 7:19 
NJ;1~~':l") NJ;11'ri-'?~ N~?;';'? li':;l¥ l'":t~ Then I wanted to know the truth about the 
fourth beast. ;'1";1'1'.:1'.'. ;i?'nl p;i"(:;i-1n ;i;~y li);T''1 that was different from all others, 
extraordinary terrifying. tDJ;ir''1 ri'JE1t:l1 '?n;i-,., :i~~tli teeth of iron and claws of 
bronze. The last feature is not mentioned in the principal description (v. 7) 
Daniel 7:20 
:ii:;-;i:io-in :lJ ri1lri1 and its sight look greater than the other ones. Th is is an 
addition to the first description, where the smallness of this horn was mentioned only. 
There is no contradiction. This horn is seen in its dynamic development. Before being 
great, it was, seemingly, a little one, certain time, in comparison with its fellows (as it is 
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said about the little horn of ch. 8:9). Or, it is possible to understand this horn-11 king11 as 
being small in size (temporal power) and great in its different authority, influence and 
claims, if we consider that it only has eyes and mouth to maintain 11 universal 11 control. . 
Daniel 7:21 
Ji:i':i :i7i:;i:1 J't!i''1j?-CJSI ::i;p :"T';l::lJ? made war with the saints and prevailed on 
them. cf. the Hebrew phrase t:JSI ;i~n':i~ :ii!li: (Gn 14:2, 20:12.201 1 Ki 12:21 1 1 Ch 
5:10.191 2Ch 11 :1 ). The Aramaic term :J';li? is also found in Hebrew writings, possibly 
a loan-word: Job 38:23, Ps 55:19.22, 68:31 1 78:91 144:1 1 Ee 9:181 Zee 14:3. This theme 
of a succeeding war against the saints appears also in Daniel 8:24-251 12:7e, and is 
present in Rev 11:71 13:7. 
Daniel 7:22 
N~~i' p'rW :"Tt;'J~-,., '1P until the Ancient of days came, 'lp''1j?':i ::i;i~ Nt'11 
)'li'':i~ and the verdict was given in favour of the saints of the Most High (LXX Ko:i. i:~v 
KpLOlV EOWKE i:oci;' and He gave the judgment (justice) to (for) the ... , e KO:L i:o Kplµo: 
EliWKEV ayloci; = and He gave the judgment (verdict, power to judge)172, to the saints ... 
173 BDBG (1088) agrees with the translation: judgment was given in favour of ... The 
plural )'li'':i~ is quite unusual in Aramaic. Arthur Ferch says: 
Grammatically, this unusual Aramaic name for God has been explained as a double plural or 
as an imitation of the Hebrew tl':"T':iN. Examples for a singular associated with the Hebrew 
plural tl':"T?N ("God'') are common and frequently interpreted as pluralis excellentiae or 
majestatis. According to Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar the Aramaic J'l1'?Sl belongs to this 
same class and can therefore be construed with a singular suffix.174 
Concerning its theological meaning, the Hebrew Ji'?lJ upper; superior; 
highness, excellence; hence, The Supreme (Cod), must be studied in the literary 
contexts. It appears in poetic Hebrew texts only (especially in Psalms), and its first 
occurrences are related to non-Hebrew, goy people.175 This name appears as the 
Supreme God, another name for Yahweh, in contexts of polytheism, universal 
(supreme) kingdom, and nations. Therefore it is also the best choice in Daniel 7. 
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i1~~ N~911 and the appointed time came. BDBG (p.1091) indicates the 
meaning appointed time for this place. In all these visions, references to appointed, 
measured time occur. ]'tD'"1i? 1li;l1J;::t Nti1:i'?~1 and the saints took possession of the 
kingdom, comp. Daniel 11 :21 m:i?~ P'llJ;;t1. Since the saints take possession of the 
(universal) kingdom, this must be related to their receiving the judgment (or having 
right judgment made for them). 
Daniel 7:23 
NlliN::i N1i1n N'll'::li 1:i'?~ Nn'll'::li Nr11'n the fourth beast is the fourth 
l':-: ···:;•; l'T": ;- T:T: T:" 
kingdom to be on the earth. Ntil:i?~-'?:;i-1~ N):Dn '"1 which shall be different from all 
kingdoms. i1~P"1D1 i1~:D1it;i1 N~i~-'?:;i '?~Nli1 it shall devour all the earth, and shall 
thresh it and shatter (tear) it. 
Daniel 7:24 
l1~P~ r:i'?~ ;i~(Dl_) i1ti1:i?~ i1~~ ,~~ N;~ij?1 - the I 0 horns {mean that} from 
that kingdom shall arise 10 kings. These words of themselves permit a successive 
arising of the ten kings, as does the text in 11 :2-3. But the rising of the eleventh horn, 
and uprooting of three from the previous ten horns, indicates a simultaneous tenfold, 
divided kingdom. In this entire chapter, the ten horns I ten kings are mentioned as a 
compact group, and there is no indication of their being successive. If the author 
intended a succession of kings, he could and must have find a clear way of express his 
thought. Moreover, if we continue to parallel this vision with the royal dream of chapter 
2, like most commentators do, we may observe that the iron and iron-clay kingdom 
(corresponding to the fourth beast of ch. 7), has iron-clay {ten} toes (2:41 .42), which 
stand also for kings (2:44a).176 And all these are mentioned in a context of division 
(internal and external), which is there emphasised. 
1ii1''.ilJ~ c:i1p~ 1~CT~1 and another one shall rise after them, N~t?li?-V~ N~~' N1i1) 
and he shall be different from the previous. Since Daniel, in order to describe the 
distinction of the little horn, uses the same words used to indicate the distinction of the 
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fourth beast in comparison to the previous ones, it seems that the little king I kingdom is 
different in power, fierceness, et al., not necessarily in nature. '?E:ll!i;:r: r::i?r;i ;ii;i?ni and 
three kings shall he put down (ovet1hrow). The uprooting from v. 8 and 20 is here 
interpreted as bringing low, putting down, humble. The same verb used in 4:34, 
5:19.22. 
Daniel 7:25 
'?1:,r;i~ i-t;?ii i~? l'i,~, and words comparable to (against?) the Most High will he 
speak. These words should not be understood as being overtly against God, since they 
are called great (imposing) words (v. 8.11.20). The expression i~'? seems to be softer 
than the words used about Belshazzar's blasphemy: i;i~r;ii'in;i N~7;1tltNJ1? '?pi and 
against (above) the Lord of Heaven you exalted yourself. Origen's Hexapla quotes 
Symmachus' translation: "et sermones quasi Deus loquitur" and words like Cod will he 
speak.177 N~;;i; )'Ji''?~ '\:i'if?'?i and he shall constantly harass the saints of the Most 
High. That which was described as making war in v. 21, is here called N~;l harass 
constantly, wear away, wear out.178 Something like long guerrilla warfare or as hunting 
(chase) until the victim loses all power. 
::;iti'1 and he will (hope?). This is a hapax in Biblical Aramaic. It is used in 
Hebrew with a different spelling ('i:::lill) to mean wait, hope,179 or inspect, examine.180 
LXX has 11pooliE~ET<H he will expect to, while e has {movo~oEL he will suspect to. VUL 
renders it by putabit quad possit ("he shall consider I calculate that he is able to .. "). 
Origen's Hexapla gives confidet ("he will boldly trust, presume").181 In the Modern 
Hebrew, the term is used to mean to think, have insight, express opinions, aspire, 
hope, tend.182 It is easy to observe that the old translations do not so precisely agree 
on this point. The pragmatic meaning of the term in this place seems to escape. 
Anyway, it must have a dynamic within such meanings: expect - suspect - inspect -
prospect, or tend - intend - attend - pretend. The peculiar king shall aspire and 
conspire; he wi 11 devise patiently an ambitious project. The angel us interpres does not 
stress the king's activity or success in this area, but only his insolent aspiration, his 
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bold project. This does not exclude his success, but it appears that he is never satisfied 
with what he won, and he aspires to an absolute result. 
n:i1 1'J~l it:~~;:r? to change times and law. See chapter 2:21, where similar 
words are employed K:~1?!1 K;nll K~i901? K1i1) He changes the seasons and the 
times, referring to God who revealed to Daniel the dream of the king (containing 
exactly this message: God is Sovereign over all changes in the political and religious 
world, and finally He shall triumph). In the next line we have the clear meaning of this 
expression: r::i?r;i r::l'P;:t1?1 r::i?r;i ;i7ll;:t1? He deposes kings and set up kings. The 
expression K:~~!1 K;nll in the first line may be understood also in comparison with 
that in Daniel 7:12b: (J;Tll1 JT;lrip for a season and a time), that points out to God's 
supervision over the life and historical place of all nations. The same thought may be 
implied in 2:9 (KlJ:itti' Kl";T~ '"1 ip till the time will change). The implication on Daniel 
7:25 might be that the peculiar king aspires to have the supreme control in politics, 
deposing and setting up kings. However, if this expression has not this meaning in 
itself, but it is derived from its context, then it might have in 2:9 and 7:25 respectively 
different applications. 
* n:i law, order; command, rule, custom, regulation is employed only in 
Aramaic and as a loan word in the Hebrew of the book of Esther.183 According to all 
sources (see BDBG), the term is of Persian origin. Its official nature let it enter easily 
and early in the Imperial Aramaic. What kind of law did the bold king hope to 
change? If we preserve a political meaning for the expression change times, then the 
simple addition and law would be naturally related to the political understanding of 
the first term. But if we consider the anarthrous presence of both n:i1 l'J~l times and 
law, and the critical seriousness the author puts on this bold aspiration of the king, it is 
possible to understand this idiom as a hendiadys referring to the Divine Law with its 
appointed times, as practically all exegetes understood. 
)'J~l times, is also of Persian origin (zarvan - time, age), 184 but imported early 
through Akkadian agency, and BDBG indicates the meaning "(festival) seasons' in this 
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context, and Holladay (404) has holy time/sf, feast/sf. This plan of the peculiar king 
must be understood in the context of his warfare against God's saints, because the 
phrase and he will hope to change (holy) times and law is a parenthesis. After this 
assertion, the speaker resumes to his prediction about the conflict between the 
arrogant king and the saints. 
i'li'J p:i;:;t~li'1 and they shall be given into his hand, underlines God's 
sovereignty on the destiny of His people. The same idiom i~ used about the defeat of 
Jehoiakim in Daniel 1 :2. He permits persecutions to purify individuals and groups (see 
chapters 11 :34.35, 12:10), but any time of trouble is measured and limited. God only 
is in control over times. 
l:ill i?i;i1 ]'l'Jll1 ]';lll-i)j until I "time," 2 "times" and half a "time" (a period of 
3.5 appointed times) = '::>r:l) Cl'i))ir.l i))ir.l'? (Heb. Dan 12:7). In both places we 
should read as dual the noun ]'J.;lll / Cl'i_J)ir.l.185 This is obviously an encrypted 
formula. The term iJ)ir.l appointed time, period, term, sacred season, must have been 
used sometimes for year (because of the time lapse between seasons?).186 The same 
use of the Aramaic term is employed in Daniel 4:13.20.22.29, where LXX has Ema 
'hri = seven years, for those "7 times" (1'lill ;"lll:l!Li). 
Daniel 7:26 
1i'1ll;:;t' i'll_~7ip1 :in' Nl''11 but the court shall sit and his dominion shall be taken 
away. See on v. 1 Od. 12. Unlike the preceding powers, this king looses, after its 
Judgment, both power and existence, facing an utterly and complete destruction: 
N~i0-'1)) i'1":J~ii'1';'1 i'1":J~~;:;t'? to be destroyed [his dominion[ and finally perish. 
Daniel 7:27 
N:~:i;-?ti liinn rip'?~ ''1 Ni:11:li1 Nl~'?t91 ;""ti;i1::i7~1 and the kingdom, dominion 
and greatness of the kingdoms under the whole sky ... The text is clear in recurring to 
the theme of the universal kingdom. This is the fundamental Messianic theme. Cl~h to 
the people ... The whole thing that ·1s given to the representative Man in v.14, is actually 
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given to the "saints of the Most High". The Judgment settles forever the matter of the 
universal empire and of what laws should be considered first and foremost. 
o?~ ni;:,'?r,i cllj1;:,7r,i his kingdom {shall be} an everlasting kingdom. Opinions 
vary concerning the referent of the pronominal suffix of the word clli1;:,7r,i his kingdom. 
Whose kingdom? Of the holy people? Or of the Most High? NRS prefers the people, 
and this may not be refuted on simple grammatical criteria, because the closest referent 
appears to be (at least for our European grammar and logic!), the people of the Most 
High. However, in view of the religious use of the term pn'?!l' they shall worship (see 
on v.14) - and a parallel doxology in Daniel 6:26 Whose kingdom shall never be 
destroyed, and dominion has no end, - we might remain to the old translations of e 
and VUL. 187 The next phrase confirms that this was the intention of the speaker: 
]1ll~J:iili'1 pn'?!l' :i? N~~~'?tf '?~1 and al! dominions (powers) will worship (serve) and 
obey Him. 
Daniel 7:28 
Ni:i?rY'i N~iO ;i~-iJj 188 lit. hitherto, [where comes] the end of the word 
(account). Or, It's over - The end of the account. The setting of this phrase helps us 
understand its meaning better. The writer passes from the account of his dream, to the 
effects the experience brought on him. Thus the phrase must mean something like: This 
is all that I've seen and heard, so that I stop here my account. It is possible to better 
understand il,'l~ )'?D i!iNJ from v. 1 e., as announcing the beginning of the account. 
'll?::J;i~ '~i'llJ N'l~ my thoughts troubled me much . comp. Daniel 4:16, 
5:6.10. '?~ 1ilJ:ii!i' 'J'l1 See Daniel 5:6.9.10. 1'i complexion, brightness, is "perhaps 
loan-word from Assyrian zfmu, chiefly of countenance." 189 MJC:ll ':!.'?:!. Nl'.'l';Di This 
mention helps us understand the deep theological and psychological connections 
between the apocalyptic experiences and their accounts in the book. Luke in NT uses 
the Greek e rendition of this phrase about Mary, the Mother of Jesus. 190 
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111.2 Daniel 7- Historical and theological perspectives 
111.2.a The historical-critical approach 
Since actual prediction, as a supernatural phenomenon cannot be accepted from 
a pure rationalist point of view, the vision of Daniel 7 was interpreted by 
representatives of the modern scepticist school in agreement with their views about the 
date and authorship of Daniel. First they emphasised an exclusive application of chs. 8-
12 to the Maccabean crisis, then they let it reflect on the first prophecies (those in chs. 
2 and 7). The device is quite simple: the little horn in chapter 8 is seemingly Antiochus, 
so that the little horn in chapter 7 must be the same king. 191 The rest is understandable. 
To help the little horn of Daniel 7 mean Antiochus, one must only sacrifice the 2"d or 
the 3rd beast-kingdom, that is to divide the Medo-Persian Empire, or the Greek 
(Macedonian) Empire in two subsequent kingdoms. As Rowley has shown, the 
following schema is the most agreed on today in the high criticist circles:192 
1. The eagle-winged, humanised lion Babylonian Empire 
2. The very carnivorous bear Median Empire 
3. The four-winged, four-headed leopard Persian Empire 
4. The indescribable, different beast Greek (Macedonian) Empire 
While the 11th, little horn of the fourth beast is established to be Antiochus (since 
this was postulated), there is no certain list of ten horns as kings who preceded 
Antiochus. Says Desmond Ford in his commentary: 
It is contended that the Syrian Kings are represented by the horns. and the various 
enumeration's are offered in support. We would not quarrel with the contrasting lists, for the 
traditional interpretation has these also. The significant point is that none of the lists actually 
presents us with ten kings but usually offers us aspirants to the throne to make up the number. 
Ptolemy IV and Demetrius Soter are in this category. The three plucked up are usually 
submitted as being Heliodorus, Demetrius, and Seleucus Philopator. However, Antiochus 
certainly did not uproot the first of these. 193 
Concerning the idea of splitting the Medo-Persian Empire in two successive 
Empires, in order to help the Macedonian Empire advance as the fourth beast, it is as 
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unhelpful as the scheme of Porphyry who chose to divide the Macedonian Empire for 
the same purpose. 194 The history has no knowledge of a separate, Median kingdom 
between the Babylonian and the Persian kingdom. The Iranian universal rule was a 
dual Empire. The Median phase of it was parallel with the Babylonian Empire. When 
Cyrus conquered Babylon, there was a Medo-Persian coalition under his orders, or 
under both the mysterious Darius the Mede and Cyrus the Persian - to respect the data 
mentioned by the author of Daniel. In short time after the conquest of Babylon, the 
Achaemenid dynast Cyrus was the only ruler and he is named the Persian. The vision 
certainly enlists subsequent powers who oppressed in some way God's people and any 
scheme that would introduce a separate Median kingdom between the Babylonian and 
the Persian kingdoms is at least strange. Ernest Lucas is conscious of the problem when 
he says: 
The sequence simply reflects the historical reality experienced by a Jew living in Babylonia or 
Judaea. If what is intended is the sequence: Babylonian, Median, Persian, Macedonian, the 
inclusion of the Median Empire is odd since the Medes never gained control of Babylonia or 
Judaea. [ ... ] With regard to this point it must suffice here to say that the imagery of the ram in 
chapter 8 indicates an accurate knowledge of the relationship of the Median and Persian 
Empires which should make one cautious about suggesting that in chapter 2 [and 7, addition 
mine] the author evidences only imperfect knowledge of the Median Empire. 195 
While Lucas further tries to find an original way within the same rationalistic 
scheme, making distinction between a Median and a Persian empire, as it was 
experienced by Israelite exiles who lived in Assyria and then came under the Median 
power,196 he finally reaches this interesting conclusion: 
If Daniel 2 and 7 are 'unmistakably' dependent on Persian sources, which themselves seem 
dependent on Zurvanite ideas, then these visions cannot be dated earlier than the fourth century 
BC. If, however, our conclusions are valid, there is no compelling evidence of Persian 
influence on either the Sibylline Oracles or Daniel. Hence this particular reason for favouring a 
later date has no basis.197 
In Sibylline Oracle 4 is found the earliest variant of this modern scheme and the 
four empires are the Assyrian, Median, Persian and Macedonian. Flusser198 suggests that 
this sibylline tradition must have arisen in some Assyrian-Median place were Israelite 
exiles were living, and that the supposed late author of Daniel replaced Assyria by 
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Babylon. However, there is a known fact, 4 Esdra 12:12 explicitly interprets the fourth 
beast of Daniel 7 as the Roman Empire, and Josephus199 identifies the third one as the 
Macedonian, with the fourth one as Rome. 
To make clear that the Macedonian Empire is not the best candidate to match the 
features of the fourth beast, and ten Syrian Hellenistic kings cannot be found before 
Antiochus IV, I will list the whole royal succession after Alexander the Great to 
Antiochus Epiphanes, in the Seleucid kingdom. Antiochus IV cannot be the 11th; no 
matter how much time we spend in finding a richer ancestral descent.200 
1 Seleukos I Nikator 312-281 BCE 
2 Antiochos I Soter 281-261 BCE 
3 Antiochos II Theos 261-246 BCE 
4 Seleukos II Kallinikos 246-226 BCE 
5 Seleukos III Soter 226-223 BCE 
6 Antiochos III Megas 223-187 BCE 
7 Seleukos IV Philopator 187-175 BCE 
8 Antiochos IV Epiphanes 175-164 BCE 
With some excess of benevolence, one might add before Seleukos I (the founder 
of the dynasty), Alexander the Great (333-323 B.C.L), but the 11th place is still not 
available for Epiphanes. If we further add the imperial regents who succeeded between 
Alexander and Sele1...kos 1, then we have Perdikkas (323-321 B.C.E.), Antipatros (321-
31 6 B.C.E.), Polyperchon (316 B.c.E.), Antigonos (315-312 B.c.E.), and so there are too 
many horns. But even if we find the ideal number, we must have three horns-kings 
plucked off by or before Antiochus. And as Desmond Ford is quoted above, these three 
are only two, for the time. But there is more to say about these horn-kings. The 
visionary picture offers no suggestion that these were successive kings. The ten horns 
form the distinctive crown of the monster until an eleventh one comes up and 
establishes a new order among them. It is helpful to observe all details that the author 
gives. The heast itself is described as the most powerful and cruel, which is not true 
about any phase of the Seleucid Empire before Antiochus. The Seleucids were not 
worse than Ptolemies or Antigonids. And if the vision is written in the 2"d century B.C.E., 
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why have two Iranian empires (the Median and the Persian), and say nothing about the 
Ptolemaic Empire? 
Whoever maintains the classic critical interpretation must give a fair account, not 
only for some details with the fourth beast, but for all details the author mentioned 
about the second and third beasts. How the Mede bear was seen to have three ribs in 
its mouth? What three important "ribs" of the ancient world did it keep in its mouth? 
And what about the four leopard heads/ divisions of the third beast, if one identifies it 
with the Persian Empire? I must recognise that the scepticist scheme exposed above, is 
not too "rationalistic;" it is only antisupernaturalist and its only strength consists in 
obstinately avoiding Rome in Daniel, since prophecy with such long perspective is 
generally believed as not possible. 
111.2.b Interpreting the vision of Daniel 7 
1.1.a.7 Historical survey 
The interpretation proposed in the following pages is an old paradigm approach, 
in the line of the old Jewish and Christian historicist exegeses, especially as they 
became standard in the Protestant and old Evangelical tradition. The basic 
understanding of the identity of the four beasts, with the fourth being identified with 
Rome, is classical from the first centuries of Christianity. The apostle Paul in 2 
Thesalonians 2:5-8 referred in a covered manner to the imperial Rome as the 
providential obstacle still in the way of Antichrist (the little horn). The Revelation of 
John reflects the same understanding and builds further on it (Rv 17:12.16-17). This 
remained the understanding of the Old Church, as it is seen in the writings of Pseudo-
Barnabas (2"d cent.), Justin Martyr (2"d cent.), lrenaeus (3rd cent.), Tertullianus (3rd 
cent.), Hippolytus (3rd cent.), Eusebius (4th cent.), Cyril of Jerusalem (d. 386), Jerome 
(d. 420), Chrysostom (d. 407), Theodoret (d. 457). Jerome even identified in his time the 
ten horns, the Barbarian powers invading and beginning to settle within the empire. 
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The only commentator that took the fourth beast as Hellenistic Syria and the little horn 
as Antiochus Epiphanes was, as expected, the pagan philosopher Porphyry.201 
Jewish scholars had, basically, the same understanding. L. E. Froom cites 30 
Rabbis and Jewish scholars, from Josephus (1st cent.) to Manasseh ben Israel (Holland, 
d. 1657) who were concerned with the interpretation of Daniel, using the year-day time 
scale. Many of them identified the fourth kingdom with Rome, some of them including 
the Christian phase. Don Isaac Abrabanel (1437-1508), a high official at the court of 
kings Ferdinand and Isabel of Spain wrote about his conviction that the little horn of 
Daniel 7 is the rule of the Pope.202 
Throughout centuries in the Middle Ages, the equation Rome = the fourth beast, 
and the 10 horns= the divisions of the empire, was maintained by commentators like 
"Sargis d' Aberga" (7'h century), Beatus de Liebana (8th cent.), Beda the Venerable (B'h 
cent.), Berengaud (9th cent.), Petrus Commestor (12th cent.) et al. The first one who used 
the time scale l day= l year for the 3 1/2 times (1260 days) was Joachim of Floris 
(d.1202.) followed by Arnold of Villanova (d. c. 1313), Pierre jean d'Olivi (d. 1298)203 
and their interpretation further became standard within the dissenting movements (i.e. 
Wyclifites - Loi lards, Hussites - Waldenses et. al.)204 • The first one who is documentary 
attested to have identified the little horn with the pontifical institution was Archbishop 
Eberhard II of Salzburg, in an address to the Council of Regensburg (1240).205 In time, 
this became also the position of the Reformation and of all Protestant bodies. The first 
one who identified the exact time of the 1260 days I years of the little horn's 
domination of terror, more than a century before its sudden lowering, was the English 
theologian Drew Cressener (1 689).206 
3.2.2.1 Paralleling the prophecies of Daniel 7 and B 
The writer of Daniel was very precise as one may see in the following 
comparative table, despite the blurred vision of Porphyry and of his spiritual 
posterity.207 An analytical comparison of the two visions is beneficent for both. 
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Wild beasts, chapter 7 
1. eagle-winged LION, 
receives human heart and 
human stand 
2. carnivorous BEAR 
before rising to attack 
it stood on one side (inactive) 
with 3 ribs in its mouth 
3. flying LEOPARD 
witl1 4 heads 
Doniestic animtds, chapter 8 
two-homed powerful ram 
its second horn grew higher 
than the first one 
butting in 3 directions 
swift and powerful he-goat, 
whose single horn broken 
gives way to 4 horns 
little horn, growing exceedingly, 
issued from one of the 4 horns: 
I sharp, callous and insolent, great exploits toward S and E. exalting over God's people. 
• throws down temple and truth, 
: tramples on saints and temple, destroys 
: peaceful people, 
: exalts himself to God's Priest, replaces 
---,---,--..,.--,.,.,.,------'• tami.d by abomination, broken after 2300 
4. completely different : days only, 
MONSTER : in the time of the end 
• 
• 
• 
• having a crown of 10 horns : 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
after 3 horns was removed : 
a little horn issued : 
among the 10 horns, 
arrogant:, 
blaspheming, 
claiming universal subjection, 
influent:, 
controlling politics and 
religion, 
persecuting, 
After tl1e 3 Y, years 
(126011290 days) comes the 
JUDGMENT 
The Representative MAN 
receives universal Kingdom 
• 
Time of the end 
Sanctuary cleansed/vindicated 
Historical identity 
Babylonian Empire of 
Nebuchadnezzar (605-539 BCE) 
Median & Persian Empire of Cyrus, 
550-330 BCE. (Dan 8:20) 
Especially addict to wars with the 
predominance of the Persian dynasty 
(after 550 BCE). 
Conquers 3 great kingdoms: Lydia 
(547), Babylon (539), and Egypt (525). 
Hellenistic Empire of Alexander 
(336-168130 BCE) inaugurated by the 
most rapid conquests known in the 
ancient world (336-330). 
After a meteoric rule of Alexander, 4 
generals fought against a succession of 
regents (323-306 BCE), entitled kings 
(306 BCE) and fighting one another till 
280 BCE. The 4 kingdoms they founded 
(in Egypt, Syria-Babylonia, Thrace-
Pergarn and Macedonia) also fought 
one another till their end. 
Antiochus Epiphanes, Syrian 
Hellenistic king, typical persecutor. 
Neither 2300 days (c. 6 years and 4 
months) nor 1150 days (c. 3 years and 2 
months) fit the time of persecution 
under Antiochus. 
This cannot be more than a historical 
foreshadow. 
Roman Empire of Caesars and 
Pontiffs (64 BCE- 47611453 CE), the 
most powerful, lasting, fierce, 
persecuting and composite . 
lrtherited by a crown of 10 states that 
formed Europe (418-490 CE) and 
Christendom . 
With tlie Empire's division in 10 states, 
and removal of 3 heretical states that 
troubled tl1e political interests of 
Papacy: Odoacer's (492), Vandalic 
(535) and Ostrogothic (536-539) a little 
Church State appeared in Rome (538), 
rising in time to the highest influence 
and power (1073-1303), and enforcing 
its ideology by tl1e fier=t persecutions 
in all history, tl1roughout 1260 years of 
holy terror tl1at ended in 1798. 
? 
• 
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This parallel does make sense indeed. The symbols are often different for the 
same historical reality, because the complexity of a certain historical reality cannot be 
expressed by just one symbol in a simple way, and because the Divine Wisdom may 
have wanted to emphasise certain aspects here and certain there, for didactical 
purposes. 
The eagle-lion beast is recognised practically by all, believing or unbelieving 
critics, to be the Babylonian Empire of Nebuchadnezzar. After a period of swift and 
powerful conquests that cover the reign of Nebuchadnezzar (605-562 B.C.E.), Babylon 
lost its wings forever. Between 562-539 it experienced only weakness, political unrest 
and great influence of the priesthood. The symbol of changing the heart has a common 
language with the unusual experience of Nebuchadnezzar of chs. 4 and 5:18-22. While 
a "heart" of beast (even a heart of lion) signifies animal instinct, insensitivity, the human 
"heart," (which in Hebrew, Aramaic and other Semitic languages stands for mind), 
means sensitivity, intelligence, opposed to animal instinct (see Jb 34:10.34, Dan 4:13 ). 
Here the kingdom is identified with its king. For the historical accuracy of this 
unexpected experience of Nebuchadnezzar, see chapter 1.1.a.3, p.22. These details 
prove a real sympathy of the author for the Babylonian kingdom, as Jeremiah did 
(51 :9a): "We tried to heal Babylon, but she could not be healed." 
If the intelligent lion is unquestionably identified with Babylon, the stupid and 
unnatural bloodthirsty bear needs additional support to defend its historical identity. 
And it is not a so difficult job, when we compare it with the Medo-Persian ram of 
chapter 8. It appears immediately to be more relevant than any suggested rationalist 
scheme. Similarly, the four-headed leopard become immediately relevant when 
compared with the four-horned goat. In both chapters, the number 4 stands not only for 
universality (allusion to the four directions of the compass), but actually four political 
divisions. 
Comparing the bear with the leopard 111 chapter 7, we may see that the two 
political powers mentioned are quite different: the bear is powerful indeed, and this 
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one is even unusually carnivorous, but it is also heavier, when compared with the other 
one. The leopard is more agile and courageous; especially this one with wings on its 
back. The same may be said about the ram and the male-goat of chapter 8. Both are 
powerful in their time, but the goat is unusually rapid and bold. If these distinctions 
have no relevance, then all apocalyptic has no relevance and should be left for linguists 
only. But if someone meant to express by these symbols historical realities, then the 
schema presented above is more relevant and convincing than any scepticist pesher 
devised to stop Daniel say something beyond the Antiochus moment. 
The same sequence of four emp·1res is emphasised by comparing the vision of 
chapter 7 with the royal dream of chapter 2. It is a parallel generally accepted, no· 
matter the philosophical or theological orientation of the critic. 
1he metallic human idol and the stone, chapter 2 The wild beasts and History 
the Man. cha ter7 
head (wisdom) gold 1 "' eagle-winged Babylon of Nebuchadnezzar, "' 
" .s humanised lion world-wide dominion, like Adam 
,; <E (Dan 2:37-38 cf. Gn 1:26-27) 
" "' "' " -s "' thorax & (courage & silver 2 s-
""' 
cami vorous bear Media & Persia of Cyrus, an 
arms action) ii, al § inferior phase of the universal empire 
·- :< 
.ls ""' "' "' abdomen (sensuality) bronze 3 " four-headed leopard Hellenistic Empire of Alexander , ~§ .§
& thighs 
·- " til explicitly universal (Dan 2:39) 
"' "' al "ii! -"' 
legs (movement, iron 4 b > 
"" 
completely different Roman Empire, superior to all in 
" -~ expansion) 
""' 
monster power: breaks all unto pieces, long 
al iron teeth, tramples all underfoot. b 
.s (Dan 2:40, 7:7.19.23) 
feet (stability) iron+ State + Church combination under 
burned clay the Roman Caesar-Pontiffs 
Constantine and Theodosius (313-
395 CE).208 
[10] toes iron+ 10 horns Empire divided, Europe inherits its 
burned clay "iron-clai' politics with its inherent 
divisive power. Divided in the 
internal political structure of each 
one, the successional states are 
themselves an external division. 
Christendom remains divided, in 
spite of all attempts to restore its old, 
theoretical unity 
strength, 5 God's judgment and 
eternity mountain the true HUMAN ? 
stone Kin dom • 
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One may immediately observe that while the parallel between the apocalyptic 
dreams of chapter 2 and 7 is obvious at first glance, they say not the same things about 
the kingdoms they want to describe. In chapter 2 the stress falls on the divisive and 
strange "alloy" of iron and fired clay, whereas in chapter 7 the arrogance, insolence 
and persecutory power of the little horn are emphasised. In chapter 2, the Empire's . 
external division is twice mentioned, which cannot be incidental (N1:1~:;l~~1 N~?~J the 
feet and the toes, Dan 2:41, N''?li r1JJ:;)~N1 and the toes of the feet, Dan 2:42). Note 
T - : - T ; : 0." : 
that 2 whole verses (2:42-43) refer to the toes. And again, this mention cannot be 
casual, because the toes must be naturally 10 (ten), - just like the horns of the fourth 
beast of chapter 7 - though the number is not mentioned, an understandable omission, 
since their number is not emphasised here (as well as arms, thighs, legs and feet 
received not the numeral 2). That means that their precise numerical identification is 
not intended here.209 But their significance is certainly intended, since not only the [1 O] 
toes are specifically mentioned, even twice, and is said of them to share in the fateful 
iron-clay "unity" of the feet, but they are referred as "kings" (2:44a) just as the 10 horns 
in chapter 7 are interpreted. This fact means that there is an unmistaken, intended 
correspondence, between the iron-kingdom of chapter 2 and the monster with iron 
long teeth of chapter 7. One has ten toes; the other has ten horns. And the Aramaic text 
uses for both not only the term '?n;:i (iron, 2:33.41.42, 7:7.19), but the adjective N~'PD 
strong(2:40.42, 7:7), the verb ppi, P"'.ID {to break into pieces, 2:40, 7:7.19.23) and the 
repeated use of -i,:;i or N~j all (2:40, 7:7.23). These last two terms are used also for 
God's everlasting kingdom (Dan 2:35.44.45) and so this fourth kingdom seems to be 
more than the previous ones opposed to God's purposes. It is civitas aeterna. It is 
different from the previous beasts, as the author emphasises, and its horn is also 
different. The kingdom of Antiochus is a poor shadow when compared with these 
powerful symbols. 
To review some details of these parallel visions, one must not pass by the strong 
similarity between the bear with 3 ribs in its mouth and the ram of chapter 8:4 pushing 
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in three directions: west, north and south. Whereas the imagery of chapter 8 describes 
the actions against three main geographical areas, that of chapter 7 (i. e. the 3 ribs in 
the bear's mouth) depicts those regions as already conquered and eaten up to the 
bones. The correspondence between the leopard of chapter 7 and the goat of chapter 8 
is even more evident. The image of the four heads is in itself suggestive of 
division/divisions within the same kingdom, and the number four, of which apocalyptic 
meaning is borrowed from the image of "the four winds" (four directions of the 
compass - i. e. universal, world-wide scene) indicates an immense scale of this 
division. Moreover, the expression itself, ]'WK} ;i~~,~ whose Hebrew equivalent 
l:l'WK) ;i~~,~ is found in Genesisn 2:10 and Judges 9:34 with the meaning of four 
divisions (a. branches of a single river; b. military companies I divisions, parted from a 
principal army), fits very well this political symbol. The natural meaning of a 
polycephalous monster is an entity characterised by disunity, having four command 
centres, instead of one (Pr 28:2). These four heads correspond obviously to the 
Macedonian four horns of the next vision (Dan 8:4.20-21 ), and to the four divisions of 
the Macedonian Empire from the last oracle (Dan 11 :3-4). However, there are different 
aspects emphasised respectively. In chapter 8, the four horns are seen dynamically in 
rapid succession between the fall of the first conspicuous horn and the rise of the last 
horn (the "little" one), since the Wisdom standing behind the author wanted basically 
to show the extraordinary exploits of the last horn. But in chapter 7, this symbol of the 
Hellenistic Empire is more static. It is emblemat"1c for the kingdom through most of its 
time. Alexander's or Antiochus' individual rules are not represented, though they 
identify with the beast in a special sense. But the imagery of the 4 heads describes more 
fitting the conflict between the Hellenistic kingdoms while each of them longed for 
restoring the empire's unity under the "right" (i.e. its own) rule. 
1.1.a.8 The ten horns (kings) 
Regarding the fourth beast, it was shown above that not much of its details fit 
the Antiochus story. Neither symbols as 10 horns, 3 horns, one little horn "among'' 
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them, nor the prophetic time as the 3 1/2 "times," and its existence and rule up to the 
time of the end. Admittedly, a Maccabean Jewish writer of chapter 7 may have 
naturally thought of his time as the about the time of the end, but for this purpose it 
would have been advisable for him to simply "move" the little horn onto one of the 
four heads of the leopard-like and get rid of those unhelpful ten or seven horns, be not 
so precise (though cryptical) about its time of harassing the saints, and finally abandon 
the hyperbolic and grotesque image of the fourth beast which could say nothing 
credible in addition. 
But the fourth beast is present there, obviously after the Hellenistic four-headed 
leopard, and it is described as having 1 O horns, which angelus interpres indicates they 
mean "10 kings." At first he summarily had interpreted the 4 beasts as 4 kings, and only 
when asked for more precise and rich information, disclosed his half-covered 
explanation: "the fourth beast is a fourth kingdom" (Dan 7:23). Hence the preceding 
beast-kings are also "kingdoms," which all types of exegetes recognise. But what about 
the 10 horns disclosed to be kings (v. 24)? Are they individuals? In the next chapter 
horns stand for dynasties I kingdoms (8:20.22) and also for individual kings. However, 
these angelic explanations deserve a closer look. In 8:21, the goat is said to be "the 
king of Yawan (Greek-Macedonians)" and the conspicuous horn - "the first king [of 
Yawan]." Thus a beast (here, the goat) means a "king," but it is not an individual king, 
because it is source and support for subsequent kings/kingdoms. Actually, the 
conspicuous horn represent one king (Alexander the Great), but this is rather an 
historical incidental reality, because the dynasty I kingdom founded and represented by 
Alexander was broken with himself. The angel interprets the little horn of chapter 8 also 
as a king. But it said about this Hellenistic king that he would last long time, up to the 
time of the end (8:17.19.26). So that again is not meant here just an individual. 
From all these considerations, the probability that the 10 horns are intended to 
mean kingdoms, political powers (dynasties, states, national bodies) and not individual 
kings, is the highest. The main difference between the symbol beast and the symbol 
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horn is, a horn represents a successive, derived kingdom or a division (subsequent or 
constituent part) of a principal kingdom. And kingdoms are commonly represented by 
their individual kings. 
In an attempt to apply this symbolism to the fourth beast, we may consider the 
unity of the Roman Empire throughout centuries, up to the years 400 C.E. 
approximately. The vision, however, is not so much concerned about the unitary phase 
of this Empire. As with the Hellenistic leopard kingdom, which is seen with its 4 heads I 
divisions, without any intermediate phase, the all-crushing monster kingdom appears 
all at once with its 10 horns I kingdoms. At that time it was already a century aged 
"Christianised" beast, though its beastly heart was not changed as with the first 
Babylonian beast. While continuing to dream of and partially to hold to the idea of 
imperial unity, especially through the Roman Catholic (Universal) Church, the worldly 
Christian Empire remained actually divided, from the 5111 century on. If one tries to 
count the Christian successional states, at least in Europe if not world-wide, the 
arithmetic insufficiency of number 10 becomes obvious. 
This number is often used figuratively or symbolically, meaning "much," or 
"many," not very much, but a sufficient, convincing quantity (Dan 1 :12.20).210 It also 
evokes the apostate Israel (the 10 tribes), separated from the Davidic kingdom. This 
typology is especially significant when we compare some prominent kings of this 
Israelite, Northern Kingdom with the arrogant king (little horn) issued among them. 
jeroboam made bold changes in the divine cultus, priesthood and feasts, and enjoined 
the worship to his golden calves, fashioned after the old model of Aaron (1 K 12:26-33). 
Later, King Ahab replaced completely Yahweh worship with Baal worship, and at the 
suggestion of the "great and bloody prostitute queen" Jezebel,211 he launched a crusade 
that lasted 3 112 years,212 when faithful believers were hunted and killed and prophets 
like Elijah and other Creator worshippers survived by God's special care, hidden in 
wild places or in pagan countries.213 
79 
The number 10 should be taken arithmetically by counting the 10 "Roman" 
succeeding kingdoms, because it is intended to say that until the political manoeuvres 
of the little horn to receive sufficient political power to be see11 as a little kingdom, and 
overthrowing (at least in complicity) 3 of the first 10 kingdoms, history must prove the 
existence of already 10 new states within the imperial /imite?-14• The following table is 
relevant:215 
"' Barbarian ·= .: "'0 s .,, 
Romnn ~ ·-.: 
" "" Christian ,g 8
·[! Kingdoms 
~ § 
ai 
1. VISIGOTHIC 395 
416 
2. SUEVI 406 
418 
3.BURGUNDI 406 
418 
4. VANDALS 406 
442 
5. FRANKS 418 
451 
6. ALAMANNI 406 
455 
7. 0DOVACCAR 454 
476 
8. 0STROGOTHS 454 
484 
9. AXGLO-SAXONS 445 
490 
10. LOMBARDI 488 
545 
2 8-s 00 <.> i3 oo ·a ·= 
.............. ~ 
Ii> @Ou 
>. '5 -§< ":.: u u 
380 A 
600C 
c.450 
c 
417 A 
517 c 
A 
494C 
612 K 
A 
A 
597C 
632K 
664C 
500 A 
600C 
Historical destiny 
First Christian state in SPAIN. ancestor of all Spanish-speaking and 
Portuguese-speaking countries 
in NV SPAIN, since 6' century vassal to Visigoths. 
in E GAUL, since 613 vassal to Franks, then a French duchy. 
in N AFRICA and ISLANDS, suppressed 534 
First Catholic state in FRANCE, that converted the Germanic peoples 
by sword, ancestor of all French and German speaking countries 
in RHAETIA, since 8 century vassal to Franks, ancestor of Alsace, 
West Switzerland and Swabia. 
in IT AL v, suppressed 493 
in PANNON!Aand ITALY, suppressed between 535-554, Rome being 
conquered in 538. 
in BRITAIN, one of the most powerful kingdoms, ancestor of all 
English speaking countries. 
in N ITALY (LOMBARDY), conquered by Charlemagne (774) then an 
Italian duchy (Benevento). 
Roughly speaking, throughout the 51h century (c 395-490) a flood of Barbarian 
tribes devastated the Empire, fighting sometimes one another, and establishing 
independent states whom the imperial authorities, or the Romance population explicitly 
or (in a few cases) implicitly recognised. This process continued in the East and in 
West, in a slower pass. But our count stops to number 10, with the year c. 490, because 
immediately after the constitution of the first 10 kingdoms, three of them - notably 
those that interfered with the Church's political and ideological interests in Italy, and 
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were Arian (heretic) instead of Orthodox (Catholic) - were utterly destroyed in the 
following order: 
1 Onov ACCAR's Kingdom in Italy and Sicily 
2 v ANDAL!C Kingdom in N.Africa, Sicily et. al. 
493 
454 
by the Ostrogoths, sent by imperial 
(Byzantine) authorities 
by imperial (Byzantine) forces under the 
General Belisarius 
3 OsTROGOTHIC Kingdom in Italy and Pannonia 538. 554 by imperial (Byzantine) forces under the 
General Narses 
1.1.a.9 The overseeing, superb horn 
In parallel with this 3 destructive blows given to the troubling, heretic horns that 
troubled Italy of the 5tl' century, a different political power arose in the years 492-538. I 
was a small state, yet one destined to have the greatest influence in the medieval 
Europe and world-wide since that time, having unique claims, universal overseeing and 
explicit authority, outwardly expressing its magisterial power to interpret and even 
change divine laws (as Daniel 7:25d expresses it).216 
The first important ecclesiastical and diplomatic success of this power was 
evident under Leo I the Great (440-461 ), who established the dogma of the Petrine 
primacy, triumphed through his orthodoxy over the Calcedonian Synod and averted 
Attila from sacking Rome. But with Gelasius I (492-496), the obstinate bishopric 
entered firmly in the political imperial and international affairs, boldly asserting for the 
first time the famous medieval theory of the two swords (the pontifical authority equals 
the imperial one). He was also the first known to have been called VICAR OF CHRIST.217 
Then Symmachus (498-514) was the first one to affirm the immunity and jurisdiction of 
the pontiff over any human court (502-507),218 the first one who witnessed (not 
inactively) the rise of Catholic French kingdom (508) the cornerstone of the future Holy 
Roman Empire, the main support of the medieval Papacy. His political attitude and his 
diplomatic-ecclesiastical agencies in West and East undermined the Ostrogothic king 
Theodoric the Great, the Visigoth Allaric II and the Emperor Anastasi us 1.219 In his time 
was founded the Vatican Palace (c.500), and the first history of the popes (c. 495-515) 
was compiled. 
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Although the Roman Church owned, since the 4th century, large estates 
("Patrimonium Sancti Petri"), a great financial power and an increasing ecclesiastical 
and diplomatic power, its pontifical government was still dependent politically on the 
humiliating sceptre of the Arian kings. Besides the Arian persecutions against the 
Orthodox population (especially in the Vandalic Africa), beside the continual menace 
for the Church estates, Odovaccar's kingdom, then Theodoric's overshadowed the 
political ambitions of this raising power. There are many reasons to choose 538 as the 
birth year of the power envisioned in Daniel 7: 
1. A pontifical state was not possible until 538, with the complete liberation of Sicily, 
Southern Italy and Rome from the Ostrogothic power, during the war between the 
imperial forces and Ostrogoths. While the war continued till 554 in Northern Italy, 
the year 538 with the establishment of a papal duchy under Byzantine protectorate, 
with the enthronement of the new bishop Vigilius, should be considered the earliest 
State of the Church in Italy. This new political relationship was confirmed in 554 by 
emperor Justinian in his Pragmatic Sanction. The famous Pepinian Donation from 
756, only enhanced the papal estates (since the southern possessions utterly 
d'1minished under the Arabs' expansion), and put the State of the Church on a new 
legal basis.220 In 756, the Papal State was quite large, since it had risen earlier, as a 
little power. It is well atested the fact that the temporal power of the medieval 
pontiffs preceded the historical act of the Pepinian Donation and that it was first 
exercised '1n the 6th century.221 
2. In the same time with this new and modest political creation in 538, emperor 
Justinian, the restorer of the Empire and protector of the Rome's ecclesiastical 
primacy, published his Corpus Juris Civi/is, the juridical basis of Europe for c. 1260 
years, up to the French Revolution and Napoleon (l 793<1804).222 
3. In the same year (538) the Synod of Orleans (France) regulated inter a/ia strict 
Sunday observance,223 a continual concern of the Roman Church. 
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Whether this power - small and great, base and lofty, in the same time - ever 
fulfilled the details required by Daniel's prophecy about the different horn of chapter 7 
is not difficult to see. Since the post-Roman world was strongly influenced by the 
Church, the ecclesiastical top was naturally the main intrigue weaver of the political 
affairs in the Middle Ages. Had it "human eyes and an arrogant mouth" apparently so 
humane? Had it a special oversight among the other kingdoms? Did it develop unusual 
claims and imposed its magisterium by terror? Did it arise after the Barbarian states, 
from their midst, from the Roman Empire and still lasts in spite of all vicissitudes of 
history? Did it persecute, did it "harass the saints of the Most High"? 224 
1.1.a.1 O The 3 * times and the apocalyptic time scale 
The special time of domination of the strange horn-king, when "the saints will be 
delivered in his hands", (7:25) is the acid test for its I his complete identification. We 
may observe immediately that it is a hidden phrase, whose meaning was already shown 
to be 3 'h years =1260 days (See p. 64). Obviously, the author meant a quite precise 
time, not a general idea, even though some figurative meaning is suggested: 3 1/2 is a 
halved seven. 
Two main schools developed in the history of exegesis of Daniel. Conservative 
scholars, that are usually futurist, take this time period as meaning literally three and a 
half years of a future Antichrist (which cannot be checked out), while rationalists and 
some conservative scholars apply it to the persecution of Antiochus (which does not fit 
at all).2250n the other hand, historicist scholars interpret the period as 1260 apocalyptic 
days, that is 1260 historical years. 
Virtually all exegetes between the 13th and the 19th centuries, Jewish and 
Christian, used as a hermeneutic tool, the year-day correspondence, called also the 
year-for-a-day equation, or the year-day principle. Finally, it became part of the 
standard Protestant (historicist) hermeneutic. 226 
In our century, this hermeneutic key is totally abandoned by both 
fundamentalists and historical criticists. Yet the real matter is not how many believe it 
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or how old it is, but what sound exegetical basis is provided to adopt such a 
hermeneutic supposition. The principal reasons are listed below, following in part the 
studies of William Shea and Desmond Ford.227 We should understand these reasons, 
not as separate proofs, but as parts and phases of a single proof: 
1. It was an old, implicit correspondence establisheJ in the Law, between the 
festivities or periods of days and the festivities or periods of years: 
40 days 11 40 years228 
6+ 1 days 11 6+ 1 years229 
7 weeks (49 days) and the so•h day 11 7 weeks of years (49 years) and the so•h 
year.230This correspondence is implicit in the poetic language, where days and years 
are usually paralleled to express time.231 
2. The Law employs explicitly this time scale, when Yahweh applies it in a 
judgment context: 1 day of probation failed 11 1 year of disciplinary wandering (40 
years for 40 days, Nu 14:34). 
3. In a dramatic-prophetic representation, Yahweh explicitly employs the year-
day scale in His visionary instructions to Ezekiel (Ez 4:4-6). The context is again 
judgement and trial in the reasonable limits of human power: 
1 prophetic day 11 1 historical year. 
390 days (of Ezekiel's laying on one sidef32 for 390 years (of Israel's apostasy), 
40 days (of laying on the other side) for 40 years (of Judah's apostasy).233 
This time device has a savour of wisdom literature. Though not apocalyptic in its 
scope and purpose, the wisdom and dramatic language of Ezekiel is close to 
apocalyptic.234 And we should remember that, according to the Biblical data, Ezekiel is 
contemporary with Daniel.235 The time scale used in Ezekiel, itself of so old tradition, 
deserves a higher interest from the part of exegetes. 
4. Gabriel employs implicitly the year-day scale in his great messianic revelation 
of Daniel 9:24-27. His prediction about 70 weeks (490 days) from the restoration of 
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Jerusalem until Messiah, is only relevant if one takes these weeks as week of years, 
implying the year-day symbolic scale. Regarding the meaning of the plural Cl'll1::lili in 
Daniel and a critical evaluation of the criticist position, see note 308. 
5. The pragmatic test. 
While it is true that historicist exegetes have often abused apocalyptic figures, so 
that their traditional hermeneutic key fell in disgrace, there are at least two apocalyptic 
periods where the year-day key, face brilliantly the pragmatic test. One of them is the 
complex period of 7+62+1 = 70 "weeks" (490 years) that was successfully applied by 
many scholars, in the last two centuries, to the first Advent of Christ. Beginning with the 
decree of Artaxerxes from 457 B.C.E., then leaving off the first jubilee of the Restoration 
(7 "weeks"), the period ends with the last "week" (7 years), which is marked by three 
great Messianic-Christological events: the Advent of Jesus as Messiah at His Baptism 
(A.O. 27), the Sacrifice of Jesus Christ (A.O. 31 ), the definitive rupture between 
Synagogue and Church (A.O. 34). 236 
The historical identification of the apocalyptic period of Daniel 7 (3 Vi years = 
1260 days II 1260 years) is even more spectacular. Its importance is emphasised by the 
fact that it is employed seven times in the Biblical Apocalyptic (Daniel and 
Revelation).237 The time of the specific activity of Antichrist corresponds, in a parodistic 
way, to the time of Christ's specific activity (3 l/z years). And this correspondence is at 
the same scale: one day II one year. 
If the period of 1260 years begins in the year 538, with the birth of the earliest 
State of the Church in Italy, a date which also could mark the beginning of the Middle 
Ages, then it must end in the year 1798. And it is an incontrovertible historical truth 
that in that year, the same French sword that once helped enhance the Papacy, then 
abolished its age-old temporal power. Its repeated attempts to rise again between 1799-
1870 were met each time with as many blows from its former friends, until it was again 
restored in 1 9 29, to the least territory ever possessed, by the fascist government of 
Mussolini. It gradually rose again to the prestigious political and financial force it owns 
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today, with a new face (hopefully more human), with new, modern and unexpected 
orientations.238 
This historical application was not invented after the events, though Froom 
shows that after 1 798 it was customary to refer that event as the end of Papacy. The 
spectacular aspect of th is exegesis is that it was we! I made with more than a century 
before 1 798. Years before the French Revolution, many Protestant commentators 
expected the end of Papacy or at least a powerful stroke inflicted by one of its loyal 
supporters, France being explicitly referred.239 George Bell asserted in 1795 that the 
1260 years should be reckoned as 537-1797.240 Before him, Thomas Newton in 1754 
considered the beginning of the period in 533 or 606 (both dates representing imperial 
recognition of Papal primacy).241 And even as early as 1701, Robert Fleming Jr. dated 
the period quite exactly, with the year 534-1794.242 It is true that many commentators 
living in 1798 and thereafter, having recognised the end of the period,243 counted back 
and reached year 538 as the starting point.244 
Bishop John Jewel of Salisbury, a great intellectual of his time, remarked in his 
Apology (1 562) and Defense (1 567) that the beginning of Papacy must be counted 
"from the time of Justinian's labour to advance its honour and authority" (i.e. 533-554), 
although he was not explicitly involved in the historical application of the 1260 days I 
years. 245 If Jewel had stooped a little closer to the requirements of the Biblical text, he 
would have been able to predict the precise end of the period, 236 years before the 
event. 
In 1689, more than a century before 1798, (that is exactly 100 years before the 
French Revolution broke), Dr. Drue Cressener (1638-1 718)246 asserted that the first 
appearance of the little horn power (which he equated with the first beast of Rv 13), 
"was at Justinian's recovery of the Western Empire, from which time to about the year 
1800 will be about 1260 years."247 He emphasised the fact that a beginning of this 
period shou Id not be sought for the days before the break-up of Rome, but the most 
probable is the time when Justinian freed Italy from Ostrogoths. It "was at Justinian's 
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recovery of the City of Rome, then must not it end till a little before the year 1800."248 
And it really happened in 1798, "a little before the year 1800."249 
1.1.a.11 The Judgment and the Veritable Man 
Obviously, the scene of the Judgment, with the saints vindicated over the beast, 
and with a celestial "Son of man" coming to receice His universal and everlasting 
kingdom (Dan 7:9-14.18.22. 26-27) has no historical relevance for the days of 
Antiochus IV. The Maccabean revolt with its "saints" prevailing over the Syrian beasts 
was not more than the temporary victories achieved in the obscure days of the Judges, 
or like the Jehu episode of 2 K 9 - 10. There was no record to be examined, no 
complete triumph over the Syrian beast. Moreover, Judas the Maccabee with the whole 
support oh his saints could not be expected to be the Messiah. At least there is no 
evidence that he was looked upon as the late Bar Kochba. Moreover, while the 
hassidim of the 2"d century s.c.E. resorted to their weapons, the saints of Daniel are 
vindicated by God through a majestic investigative and executional Judgment. So that 
let us examine the text as it is, until better days for the rationalistic critique. 
Dou khan points to an alternation of prose and poetry in Daniel 7, showing that 
verses dealing with the lieasts are written in prose, and verses dealing with the divine 
court and the Son of Man, are written in poetry.250 The prose passages deal with the 
earthly location of the beastly circus (cf. sea, eatth in v. 2.4), whereas the poetic 
passages suggest a heavenly location of scenes for the divine glory and kingdom (v. 9-
10, 13-14). Actually Daniel does not reveal the location of divine court and of the Son 
of Man's enthronement. He indicates no locational shift from the earthly scene of the 
beasts to the judgment scene, in his vision. The expression "clouds of heaven" related 
to the coming of Like-a-son-of-man (7:13), points obviously to heaven, but it is difficult, 
at the first look, to say whether the coming of the Humanlike Being is from heaven, to 
heaven, or in heaven. 
The NT attests at least the first two types of comings with clouds (to heaven: AA 
1:9-11, from heaven, but in the sky, in the atmosphere: Rv 1:7, 14:14.16, 1Th 4:17). 
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The text of Daniel says this coming is to the Ancient of Days. Therefore, if the divine 
court is viewed on earth, with its billions of heavenly beings assisting, as Daniel 
describes it, a coming of one like a man from heaven is quite strange. In this case, he 
would be the only heavenly being left in heaven, descending after all others (including 
God) came to a Judgment on earth, to receive the kingdom. Instead of having celestial 
court on earth and the "human" being coming from heaven, it is more logical to think 
the opposite: the Judgment is in heaven, and the messianic figure may come there 
through an ascension on the clouds, or through an horizontal movement imagined in 
heaven. In his unique thesis on this topic, Gerhard Pfandl says: 
Since neither ascent to heaven nor descent to earth by the Danielle figure can be deduced from 
the Danielle text both notions should be set aside. Instead, the presence of the Ancient of Days, 
the throne which He occupies, and the myriads of attendants suggest a heavenly location for 
this scene and the coming of the manlike being to the Ancient of Days delineates movement in 
the heavenly spheres.251 
The expression ID~~ i~ - later, lli~i~ I Nip~i~ I corresponds to Heb. Cl:11$ 1~ = 
son of Adam I human being, a synonym to lli'N and ILiiJ~, and beside Daniel 8:17, Nu 
23:19, Dt 32:8, it is largely used in the poetic books and in Ezekiel. It is found also in 
Old Aramaic texts (The Sefire Inscriptions Ill 16).252 This expression should not be 
automatically interpreted by the known designation of Jesus in the Gospels. Rather 
Jesus of the Gospels chose this modest title ("Like-any-human") to emphasise his variant 
of messiahship in opposition with the theology of His day, and defines Himself as the 
Representative of any and all human beings.253 To view Him, as representative is not 
just a Christian pious thought, it is in fact the only solution to harmonise the affirmation 
that the kingdom is given to Him (v. 14), with the affirmations that the same kingdom is 
given to the saints (v. 22.27a). This understanding helps solve the apparent grammatical 
disagreement in v. 27: Whose kingdom is referred: of the Most High, or of the saints?. 
If this Representative Man is described "like" a human being, this language 
suggests that He is not simply a human being. He is comparable to Michael, who is 
also "in the likeness of man," wearing priestly (that is, human) garments.254 He is 
apparently both human and divine. The scene of His being brought (lit. they brought 
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Him nea!) before the Ancient of Days, seems again to emphasise His human nature. 
Related to this seems to be a revelation of Jeremiah (30:21 ): "Their prince shall be one 
of their own, their ruler shall come from their midst; I will bring him near, and he shall 
approach me, for who would otherwise dare to approach me, says Yahweh." 255 The fact 
that th is Son of Man is chosen as representative for al I the saints of the Most High, 
implies that He is the Saint par excellence, and He shares the kingdom with them 
because He shared their sufferings. Otherwise He cou Id not represent them in the 
heavenly court and receive kingdom in their name, in their behalf. 
This mysterious humanlike being must certainly be the expected Messiah, 
because He is described as receiving universal kingdom from God (v.14). Moreover, 
the phrase pn?~' ii~ they will worship Him applies exclusively to a Divine Person, 
because this is exactly the term used for cultus, worship or divine service in Biblical 
Aramaic (Ezra 7:19.24, Dan 3:12.14.17.18.28, 6:17.21, 7:14.27).256 Messiah is, 
therefore, not just a human being; He is God's and man's Representative in the same 
time. Therefore, His kingdom will not pass away I will not be destroyed (v.14b.24), a 
doxologic expression used about God Himself (e.g. Daniel 3:33, 4:3), confirms this 
understanding. The kingdom established through this humanlike Representative of the 
saints is clearly identified with the kingdom of God. 
The vision of Daniel provides us a political analysis to help trace a philosophy 
and a sense of history. Heaven and earth, human and beasts, an Ancient of Days and 
an ephemeral little horn, lasting a little more than its measured 3 1h times, stand in high 
contrast. There are four beast-kingdoms and eventually one human (that is, best) 
kingdom. The motif of this contrast develops with the four kingdoms too. The first 
kingdom receives a human heart, and standing, while it still remains a beast. The fourth 
kingdom has, among others, a little horn, with human eyes and mouth, but revealing 
the monstrous heart of the beast. The fierceness gradually increases when passing from 
one kingdom to another. After a tamed lion, comes a voracious, carnivorous bear, then 
a leopard, which is known as the cruellest animal. And notice also its four mouths. 
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Whereas the bear had three ribs in its mouth, the leopard devoured all. Finally, the 
fourth kingdom is considered so different (in cruelty), that it cannot be likened to any 
beast known beast. It tears up all to pieces, but not only for food, as beasts usually do, 
but for play or to satisfy its evil tempers: it tramples underfoot the remnants of its 
victims and makes war with God's people, under the leadership of its least horn. After 
this beastly imperial circus, a humanlike king comes, receiving universal kingdom from 
God and His court, on behalf of His human saints. The Messianic kingdom to come is 
described in terms of absolute and universal loyalty and subjection to God. The saints 
inherit the kingdom in and with their Representative Head, in perfect and joyous 
service to God and His Messiah. 
It is not the object of this dissertation to attempt a close harmonising with the 
eschatological details content in the New Testament. But it is important to notice the 
relative time of the Judgement. There are three series in chapter 7, which may be 
paralleled to find the right answer: 
HI STOR /CAL TIME BEYOND HISTORY 
LH' s snecial time : : THE GREAT AND RIGHT JUDGMENT OF GOD 
oO 
oO R: ;BOOKS examination, wimesses VERDICTS AND REWARDS 
""' 
.,, ..., : 
- - -, 
: conviction I vindication 
the little horn's first ;Ancient of Days LH beast deposed and ;kingdom given to the 
description (8) :sits, Court sits, keeps on killed (lib) ;Representative Man (13-
;books opened (v. ; speaking :14) 
:9-10) (lla) 
: (examination 
:imolied) 
war with the saints ;Ancient of Days ;(implied: ;ood prononnces judgment 
(21) :comes (22a) :saints are :in favour of the saints 
:examined too) ;(22b), saints receive the 
;kin"dom (22c) 
harass tl1e saints, who: : then comes the :(implied: the the evil king :universal kingdom given to 
are given to him 3 1h i !Judgment (26a) ; evil king is dethrooed and his :the people of the saints 
y /1260 d. (25) :examined) kingdom destroyed :(27) 
forever (26b) 
As we can observe in the table above, the Judgment comes after the little horn's 
special time of activity, that is after the 3 1h years (1260 apocalyptic days), already 
shown in the preceding pages to mean 1260 years between 538 and 1798. Thus the 
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Judgment had to begin only after the significant year 1 798. This idea is emphasised also 
in Daniel 12:7 where the heavenly Priest says that it must pass first the "3 V2 times", 
only then may come the end, - not immediately, but in an eschatological moment: 
"when the shattering of the power of the holy people comes to an end," 257 then all 
these [evils] will come to an end" The speaker meant that the end of the 3-1/2 seasons is 
not the eschaton itself. When a last, crushing blow on God's people comes (as he 
previously had shown in Daniel 11 :41.45), then will come "the End". Then all 
sufferings of God's people will come to an end (through the divine intervention of 
Michael, see 12:1 ). 
While we have no prophetic date here for the Judgement's beginning, we have 
an orientative eschatological time wherein this Judgment may break in. The terminus a 
quo is 1 798 and the terminus a quem is the undisclosed date of the end, with its 
executional phase of the Judgment. Moreover, a noticeable time lapse is implied 
between the beginning of the Judgment and its executional phase. The key points of this 
understanding are, a) the insolent horn keeps on proclaiming its high pretensions after 
the court was set, in a so bold manner that the prophet's attention is drawn from the 
majestic scene of the heavenly court, to the amazing claims of the loquacious horn; b) 
the Judgment of Daniel 7 is not just an executional act rooted in God's inherent 
rightness, as most fundamentalists take for granted, but it is first a court trial, since a 
court was set, billions of attendees stood before the fiery throne, books were opened, 
and - to complete the scene, - books were checked to see who is "written in the 
book." (Dan 12. 1) These processes imply some time lapse, which indicates a 
beginning of the trial before the eschaton, within the historical time. 
This concept of an examinatorial I investigatory I court trial phase of the divine 
Judgment, before the end breaks, within history, is objected upon theological 
prejudices. Why God is described as needing information and court examinations 
before reaching right decisions? It should not be forgotten that other OT writings point 
to such investigations before executing justice.258 It does not mean that the Hebrew 
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writers had a low idea of the knowledge of their God, but they understood as necessary 
for reasons of universal recognition, that God must make public, full investigations 
before reaching final decisions about persons. Or else, why summon the billions of 
heavenly beings to attend this eschatological Judgment? Anyway, the book of Daniel 
reveals this democratic aspect of the Hebrew God, who share His juridical authority 
with other heavenly beings (see Dan 4:17). This is an act of divine condescension, as it 
is the dramatic language of the Judgment scene. God reveals Himself in this case as a 
very old man, in white hair, not to inform us about His actual appearance, but to use 
suggestive visionary imagery to emphasise His eternity, wisdom and majesty. 
111.3 Conclusions to Daniel 7 
The author describes what he states to have been his own visionary, supernatural 
experience, dated in the first year of Belshazzar. The imagery of the vision is highly 
applicable within the old conservative and historicist approach. It has been shown how 
the second and the third beasts are intended to represent the Medo-Persian and the 
Hellenistic empires respectively, not two successive Iranian kingdoms (Media and 
Persia), which leads us to the conclusion that the fourth monster should be a 
corresponding superpower coming after the Hellenistic Empire with its divisions. It was 
shown that Antiochus Epiphanes is not the best candidate to be understood as the little 
horn of the fourth beast. 
The Roman identity of the fourth beast was proved also by a thorough checking 
of the number and the historical moments of its horns, and especially by the historical 
identification of its little/great horn. It was analysed and applied the historicist time 
scale for the "3 1/2 times" of its domination, emphasising the old, biblical and historical 
roots of the method, proposing it as the most reasonable hermeneutic tool for this case. 
The analysis of the Judgement scenes reveals a chronological order, a sense of 
justice and the messianic theme of universal restoration. The main emphasis of the 
vision is on the judgment-vindication scenes. In the literary259 and theological centre of 
the chapter stands the mysterious figure of "One like any human," as opposed to the 
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beast-kings, a celestial Representative of the humane saints, who receives in their name 
I behalf, the universal kingdom. This was identified with Messiah and with the 
eschatological Christ of the New Testament. 
The author shows himself very affected by the vision (7:15.28). These reactions 
should be properly evaluated in terms of psychology. 
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IV AN EXEGESIS OF DANIEL 8 AND 9 
As it was been said earlier, the book of Daniel is naturally divided in two parts, 
the first one (chs. 1-6) containing historical chapters, accounts with religious moral 
intent to prefigure the trials and final salvation through judgement depicted in the next 
(prophetic, apocalyptic) chapters (7-12). While the visionary prophecy in Daniel 7 is 
closer to that revealed through dreams in chapter 2 (envisioning 4 kingdoms followed 
by God's judgement and kingdom), the remaining three prophecies (Dan 8, Dan 9, Dan 
1 0-12) are closely connected to one another in the following manner. The vision and 
prophecy in Daniel 8 is further explained by the prophecy of Daniel 9 and by the vision 
and prophecy of Daniel 10-12. The final part of the final prophecy (ch. 12) connects it 
with that of Daniel 7, as much as some aspects of the vision-prophecy in Daniel 8 
certainly connect it with that in chapter 7. 
Any attempt to understand the prophetic part of the book should in my opinion 
begin with the very beginning, the prophecy in chapter 2. This is the actual ABC of the 
whole biblical apocalyptic. It is very important to study and understand them 
progressively, as they were revealed to the prophet. Chapter 7 as shown above is 
critical for the exegesis of the following chapters and for the philological and 
theological evaluation of the entire book. However, chapter 8 has its own individuality 
and as chapter 7 is parallel with chapter 2, so chapter 8 is parallel with chs. 10-12. 
The exegetic approach of Daniel 8-9 is based on sound linguistic research and 
by the intrinsic logic of the narrative-visionary text. It is also an attempt to rehabilitate 
an old Protestant approach (largely abandoned today by the fundamentalist groups) that 
saw the prophecy in chapter 9 as a continuance of the explanation given by the same 
angelus interpresto the vision of chapter 8. 
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IV .1 Hebrew text with translation and critical notes 
Because the Hebrew of Daniel 8 and 9 poses some special questions, I will 
propose first my solutions to some linguistic problems, which usually have bearing on 
the interpretation. In fact, in these chapters, scholars often let their hermeneutic and 
intuitive solutions to explain the linguistic problems. In order to give a synoptic view of 
text and translation, I will put them together in parallel columns, while accounts for 
some crucial translations or possible emendations of the text (as the critical apparatus in 
BHS or other studies suggest it) are given in endnotes. 
English translation 
The vision 
8:1 In the third year of the reign of King Bel-
shar-utsu?60, a vision appeared to me Daniel -
after that which previously261 was shown to me. 
2 I was looking in the vision, and in my 
vision I saw myself 262 in Susa, the walled city, 
which is in the province of Elam, and in the 
vision263 I found myself at the canal Eulaeus264• 
3 I raised my eyes and saw, and behold one 
ram standing in front of the canal. It had two 
horns; both horns were high, but one was higher 
than the other, and the higher one came up last. 
4 I saw the ram butting west, north, and south. 
No beast could stand before it and none could 
rescue from its power265 • It did as it pleased, and 
showed itself great. 
5 As I was trying to understand, behold, a 
"buck of goats"266 came from the west across the 
BHS text 
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face of the whole earth, without touching the . 
fiN:::i lJl1l 1'N1 ground: and the he-goat had a conspicuous267 ... ' ' - ·· ·· • 
horn between its eyes. 6 It came to the two. 
horned ram that I had seen standing beside the 
canal, and rushed at it in its mighty wrath. 7 I 
watched it come close to the ram, and it was 
1't)) 1'"1 nrn:r r;ip i';,J¥01 
t::l'ni?0 '?));i '?,~;;r;JJ N°:::l;J 6 
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furious against it. It smashed into the ram, it 
broke its two horns, and the ram had no strength 
to withstand. It knocked it down, and trod it 
underfoot, and there was none to rescue the ram 
from its power. 
8 The he-goat grew exceedingly great; but 
in~ n~o:;i 1'?~ r:i:1 
i;>'N;"l i;>'.$N ll'l7" 1'li'Ni1 7 
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when it was overwhelming, its great horn was ;"1'.$iN 1;"1:l'i;>i!i'1 
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snapped; and four conspicuous horn?" came 
up in its place, toward the four winds of heaven. 
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9 And out of one of them269 came forth a 
little270 horn that grew excessively great"' to the 
South and to the East and to the Beautiful 
Land27'. 10 It grew great even to the heavenly 
host, so that it threw down to the earth some of 
the host - namely, of the stars 273-, and trod 
them underfoot. 11 It exalted itself 274 up to the 
;i':J'll¥7" no~-nP "';,~¥: F,~ no~::qm 
n;io;i-l;>N1 =:!JJ;i-l;>N ili'-1;>'1Jl'11 9 
Commander of the host, even to lift275 from Him ':;l'?;:r-i,~ 1 
the continual offering276• It overthrew277 the 
dwelling of His Sanctuary, 12 and it set hosts 
over the continual offering278 1 in its rebellion. It 
cast the truth down to the ground; yet it went on Cl~~iJ:lJ 
working and succeeding. 
Auditory revelation 
13 Then I heard a holy one279 speak, and 
another holy one asked the certain one who was 
speaking, "Ti 11 when the case seen i n280 the 
vision of the continual offering281 , and of the 
desolating rebellion set282, and of both Sanctuary 
and host trodden underfoot?" 14 And he 
answered, "Till evening and morning roll on 
2300 times/83 then the Sanctuary284 will be 
vindicated I cleansed."285 
Gabriel is commanded to instruct the prophet 
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15 When I, Daniel, was seeing this vision, "'oDiD '"N:i'.$i i!iii:li 
T : • T T : ·: I : 
and sought to understand it, behold, there stood 
before me one of man-like appearance. 16 And I 
heard a human voice over the Eulaeus, calling 
3481'?N iDN'1 14 
niN~ i!i?~1 Cl'~?~ ;p;:i =:!ill ill 
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out, p:i~i1 
"Gabriel, help this yonder understand the ]il~i1-li~ '?N'J7 
visionl 11 
'1t:l ;i~p;l~l 
17 So he came near where I stood; and when 
he came, I became frightened and fell upon my 
face. But he said to me, 
11 Understand 1 son of Adam286 1 that the v·1sion 
points to the ti me of the end." 287 
18 As he was speaking to me, I fainted, face 
to the ground; then he touched me and set me 
'1~1? 1~ll '1~'11 i~N'l N';IP~l 
'71N ]'::! cr;nr'?ip ll~tq~) 16 
;i~;rp;:rn~ r?::r'? p;;i i,~'i=?~ 
on my feet. 19 He said, 
l;m;i f"-nii'? ':::l 
"Behold, I'm making you know what shall ' ... " ... • 
happen I ater in the days of wrath; for this 
prophecy extends to the very appointed time of 
the end'"· 20 The ram that you saw with the 
two horns, these are the kings of Media and 
Pers·1a. 21 The he-goat, the satyr,289 is the king of 
Greece290, while the great horn between its eyes f p 
is the very first king. 22 As for the horn that was 
broken, in place of which four others came up, 
four kingdoms shal I stem from his nation, but 
not with his power. 23 In the latter stage291 of 
their reign, when the rebellious sins have 
reached their top, there will stand a ruthless, 
bold-faced king, skilled in any sharp speaking. 
24 He shall grow strong in power, shall make 
extraordinary plans292 , and shall succeed in all 
his deed. He shall destroy powerful people293 
and his mind will be against the people of the 
saints. 25 By his cunning he shall make deceit 
prosper under his hand, and he shall be great in 
his heart. He shal I unawares destroy many and 
shall even rise up against the Commander-in-
chief94; yet by no human hand he shall be 
broken. 
26 And the revelation295 about those 'evenings 
and mornings' is truth. As for you, seal up this 
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prophecy, 296 for it refers to many days hence." 
27 So I, Daniel, was afflicted"' and laid sick N1;'1 M??t;S 
for some days; then I got up and went back to 
i:l':i} CJ'r.i:? ,~ liri;;;;r cn9 ;i~~1 
Cl'r.l' 'r1',nl1 'M";"TJ 'N'li 'lN1 27 
rny business in the king's service. I was so 
dismayed by this prophecy, and could not 
understand it.298 
New revelation as an answer for the 
puzzled prophet 
a. Study of Scriptures about restoration 
9: 1 In the first year of Darayavaush son of 
Khshayarshah"', of Median race, who was 
made300 king over the realm of the Chaldeans, 2 
yea, in the first year of his reign, I, Daniel, 
understood from the Sacred Books the number 
of years that, according to the word of Yahweh 
to the prophet Jeremiah, must be fulfilled for the 
ruins of Jerusalem, namely, 70 years. 
b. Prayer and fast in view of Restoration 
3 Then I turned my face to the Lord God, 
seeking Him by prayer and pleas, fasting, 
wearing sackcloth and sitting on ashes. 4 
prayed to Yahweh my God and made 
confession, saying, 
"0 Lord, the great and awesome God, 
keeping covenant and constant grace with those 
who love Him and keep His commandments, 5 
we have sinned, we have done wrong, we acted 
wickedly and rebelled, turning aside from your 
commandments and ordinances. 6 We have not 
listened to Your servants the prophets, who 
spoke in Your name to our kings, our princes, 
and our parents, and to all the people of the 
land. 
7 "Righteousness is on your side, 0 Lord, but 
shame now as ever, is on us, the people of 
Judah, the inhabitants of Jerusalem, and all 
Israel, those who are near and those who are far 
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away, in all the lands to which You have driven l? 1lN~i;i itp~ 
them, because oi the treason they have 
committed against You. 8 Shame on us, 0 
i:i 1lii~ ':I Yahweh, on our kings, our princes and our : - T 
parents, who have sinned, all of us against You. 
9 Now the Lord our God has mercy and 
forgiveness, though we have rebelled against 
Him, 10 and have not obeyed the voice of 
Yahweh our God to foilow His instructions, 
which He set before us by His servants the 
prophets. 
11 "All Israel has transgressed Your Law and 
turned aside, not to obey Your voice. Thus was 
vented on us the curse and the oath written in ;', 
the Law oi Moses, the servant of God, because 
we have sinned against You. 12 He has fulfilled 
His words, which He spoke against us and 
against our rulers, who judged us, by bringing 
upon us a calamity so great that under the 
whole heaven there has never been done what 
has been done against Jerusalem. 13 Just as it is 
written in the Law of Moses, this entire calamity 
has come upon us, yet we did not appease the 
face of Yahweh our God, tu111ing from our 
wrongdoing and being quick to understand Your 
truth. 14 So Yahweh kept watch over this 
calamity until he brought it upon us; for 
Yahweh, our God is right in all that He has 
done; while we have disobeyed His voice. 
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15 "And now, 0 Lord our God, who brought i'?p:i 1lll~9 1-i'?1 
your people out of the land of Egypt with a 
mighty hand and won for Yourself a Name 
living on to this day - we, indeed, have sinned, 
we have done wickedly. 16 But, 0 Lord, in view ;;i?!IJ i::i 
of all Your righteous acts, let Your anger and 
wrath, we pray, turn away from Your city 1llli!ii 1lN~n 
Jerusalem, Your sacred mountain, although 
: T T T T 
Jerusalem and Your people have become a 
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objects oi scorn among all our neighbours, 
because of our sins and the wrong deeds of our 
parents. 17 Now therefore, 0 our God, listen to 
the prayer of Your servant and to his plea, and 
for Your own sake, Lord, let your face shine 
upon Your desolated Sanctuary. 18 Incline your 
ear, 0 my God, and hear. Open your eyes and 
look at our desolation and at that city called by 
Your name; for we plea, fallen prostrates before 
You, not on the ground of our righteousness, but 
on the ground of your rich mercy. 19 0 Lord, 
hear; 0 Lord, forgive; 0 Lord, listen and act and 
do not delay! For your own sake, 0 my God, 
because Your city and Your people are called by 
Your name! 11 
c. The visit of Gabriel 
20 I was still speaking, praying and 
confessing my sin and the sin of my people 
Israel, and presenting my plea before Yahweh 
my God on behalf of the sacred mountain of my 
God; 21 and as I was still speaking in prayer, 
Gabriel that man whom I had seen in the vision 
previously, approached301 me as sent in swift 
flight (or, wearied by the flight), 302 at about the 
time oi the evening offering. 
d. The great revelation about Restoration as an 
answer to Daniel's time dilemma. 
22 He made me understand, he spoke to me 
and said, 
11 Daniel, 1 have come out just now303 to give 
you insight and understanding. 23 After you 
started pleading, a message304 was delivered to 
me, and I have come myself to announce you, 
for you are precious to Heaved0'. So perceive 
this message and understand the revelation306 : 
24 "A period of307 70 weeks308 is cut off 
thence309 for your people and your holy city, 
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unti 1310 the confiningm of the rebellion, until the 
sealing o all sins, ntil the expiationm of any 
iniquity, ulrtti-cl-1fhe bringing in the eternal 
rightness, until the sealing of both prophecies 
and prophets313, until the anointing of the most 
holy sacrificial system314 
25 "Know this and understand it: from the 
issuing of a decree315 to restore 316 and rebuild 
Jerusalem until Messiah317 the Ruler318, there will 
be 7 weeks plus319 62 weeks. Meanwhile both 
square and decision-making320 will be restored 
and rebuilt321 , even in troubled times.322 
26 "Yet after the 62 weeks, Messiah will be 
cut out323 and neither the city nor the Sanctuary 
shal I be for Him.324 The people of the Ruler Who 
is to come will become corrupt 325 and find its 
end in an overflowing invasion.326 Even to the 
end327 it was determined war and desolations. 328 
27 "He shall prove strong 329 His covenant 
for many, through330 one week, and in the 
middle331 of that week, He will put an end 332 to 
any sacrifice333 and offering. Then in His stead 
will standthe desolating abomination334 until the 
complete ruin, the determined punishment is 
poured out upon the desolating one.335" 
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IV.2 The literary structure of Daniel 8 and 9- outline 
The next outline is an attempt to find the most natural literary subdivisions within 
chapters 8 and 9 of the Book of Daniel. 
The vision of Sanctuary and the 2300 days (chap. 8) 
A. Date (chronological setting) 8:1 
B. Vision (8:2-27) 
1. Dramatic symbols of earthly powers (8:2-12) 
a. The Susian ram 8:3-4 
b. The Mediterranean he-goat, 8:5-7 
c. The desolating hon1 and the trampling of the Sanctuary, 8:8-12 
CENTER. 2. Audition: heavenly decree about the vindication of the Sanctuary: time revelation (8:13-14) 
3. Angelus interpres and his partial explanation (8:15-26) 
a. First appearance of Gabriel. Daniel's reaction. fuitial explanation (8:15-18) 
b. Interpretation: enlarged yet incomplete explanation of the vision (8:19-25) 
c. Gabriel's final instruction: the time revelation remains sealed (8: 26) 
C. Reaction: The prophet's perplexity: no understanding (8: 27) II\. 
~ \\ 
' ' ' \ Divine answer to Daniel's perplexities and praye'r,s. A n~ visit of Gabriel (ch. 9) 
' ' 
A. Chronological and theological context. Jeremiah's time proph'e,cy (9:1~2) 
' \ ~ ' ' B. Liturgical context: a prayer for restoration (9:3-19) , \ \ 
' ' ' ' ' \ 1. Daniel's reaction to Jeremiah's time prophecy: pra:;er and.fast (9:s,4a) 
~ \ \ 
2. Content of Daniel's mediaiorial prayer (9:4b-19) \ \ \ 
\ \ \ 
a. Confession of the people's sin versus God's jtlstice (4'b-14) \ 
~ \ \ 
b. Fervent entreating in view of a Restoration without delay (15-19J 
\ \ 
B1• Reappearance of Gabriel with divine answer during Daniel's prayer (20-22-a) ', 
A 1 Gabriel resumes his explanations regarding the time revelation of the previo),~ prop/Jcy (22b-27) 
a. Calling Daniel's attention to a new time revelation - in order t~understand (9:22b-23) 
b. The secrets of the prophetic time (The Great Jubilee of Salvation): atonement for sin and 
a new sanctuary dedication. The City restored, Messiah comes. Messiah cut off, the City 
desttoyed (9:24-27) 
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IV.2.a General observations 
Unlike the previous vision, dated three years before, in the reign of the same 
Belshazzar, this new vision has some distinctive features. In contrast with the wild and 
political imagery of the former, this one is build from domestic and Sanctuary animals, 
and its focus is not political per se, but moral and religious. 
Whereas in the first vision four beasts were exhibited on the apocalyptic-
historical arena, here the prophet is shown only two animals, corresponding to the 2"d 
and 3rd beasts of the first vision. A little horn was described as rising out the fourth 
beast's head, from among ten horns, and received special attention in chapter 7. 
A similar "little horn" appears in the vision of chapter 8 from one of four horns of 
the second animal, but it has some important differences from that of chapter 7, so that 
the same identity cannot be postulated for both. The horn of chapter 8 is improperly 
named "I ittle," si nee it is seen to grow excessively great, and its earthly and "heavenly" 
exploits cover well the character and facts of the fourth beast with its horn(s) of chapter 
7, though having early, modest origins in the time of the third, leopard-like beast. 
IV.3 Historical and theological perspectives in Daniel Band 9 
IV.3.a The vision of the Sanctuary and the 2300 days (ch. 8) 
1.1.a.12 Date - chronological setting (8:1) 
Daniel 8:1 - In the third year of the reign of King Bel-shar-utsur, a vision appeared to 
me-Daniel 
The third year of Belshazzar was c. 548/547 B.C.E. If the vision to be narrated is 
fictitious, I wonder why the author appealed to such an obscure and totally forgotten 
,,king", only to make believe his story. From the believer's viewpoint, the date itself is 
relevant when connected to the vision itself. This was precisely the time after the rise of 
Cyrus the Great who by then was engaged in his famous war against Lydia, which he 
conquered in 547 B.C.E. 
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after that which previously was shown to me 
The reference is to the first vision of Daniel described in chapter 7 (cf. Dan 7:1 ). I 
preferred to translate :i?ni;i:;i as previously, instead of in the beginning, as it is usually 
employed, for reasons I have shown at the endnote 261. 
1.1.a.13 The vision {8:2-27) 
1.1.a.14 Dramatic symbols of earthly powers (8:2-12) 
IV.3.a.1.a.1. The Susian ram (2-4) 
Daniel 8:2 - in my vision I saw myself 360 in Susa, the walled city, which is in the 
province of Elam 
The personal presence of Daniel at Susa, as some translations suggest, is 
unlikely, because Elam was, since 550 s.c.E. (short time before the date of Daniel's 
vision, Dan 8:1) a Persian province already. (See note 262). 
and in the vision I found myself at the canal Eulaeus. 
Though Josephus (Ant. 10.11.7) says that Daniel was actually in Susa, the Syriac 
stresses the fact that the prophet was there in vision.361 The theatre of this vision is set in 
Elam, suggesting undoubtedly the geographic origin of the kingdom that is to be 
described by the image of the ram. Cyrus, "the king of Anshan," rose from Elam, as 
Isaiah said (ls 21 :2, 44:28). The location beside of a watercourse prepares the reader to 
make a parallel with the last vision (ch. 10-12) that has a similar natural frame (10:4, 
12:5.7). 
Daniel 8:3 - I saw ... one ram 
The symbol is later explained in the vision to mean the Median-Persian Empire. 
Unlike the previous prophecy that began its visionary series with the Babylonian 
Empire, this one begins explicitly with the next power. Meantime Cyrus had risen over 
Media (550 B.C.E.) and was in the way to conquer Lydia (547 s.c.E.). 
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It had two horns ... and the higher one came up last 
This underlining of the dual nature of the old Iranian Empire is emphasised by 
the detailed specifications about its 2 horns, and by the angelic explanation (v. 20). This 
fact, added to the phrase "Medes and Persians" / "Persians and Medes," commonly 
used in the exilic and post-exilic books, testifies against an arbitrary split of this Empire 
in chapter 7, in a Median beast-kingdom followed by a Persian beast-kingdom, to fit 
high critical concerns. 
Daniel 8:4- I saw the ram butting west, north, and south 
The three directions indicated here correspond to the three great campaigns of 
this power against the triple alliance of Lydia, Babylon and Egypt. West is mentioned 
first, probably because this was the main direction. This imagery strikingly corresponds 
to the three ribs, which the Medo-Persian bear had in its mouth. 
IV.3.a.1.a.2. The Mediterranean he-goat (8:5-7) 
Daniel 8: 5-7. As I was trying to understand 
In these visions, there is a living emotional participation of the seer. He is never 
passive in receiving these visions. He always wants to understand and usually is not 
satisfied with short answers. The motif of understanding is very prominent in the last 
Hebrew section (ch. 8-12), and especially in chs. 8-9. 
a "buck of goats" came from the west 
The description of this military expedition as a reaction from the Mediterranean 
"country of the goats" is very accurate: it went across the face of the whole earth, 
without touching the ground. This is a striking parallel with the symbol of the leopard in 
the preceding chapter. 
a conspicuous horn between its eyes 
Lit. rmr:; l!P horn of sight.362 What this horn has to do with "sight" is its notable 
length (visibility), notable position (on the goat's forehead, between its eyes). Its 
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position between the goat's eyes suggests that the "first king" (v. 21 ), which it 
represents, dominates the view of the goat-kingdom. Vs. 6-7 describe the terrible 
psychological and physical rush of the Greek-Macedonian goat against the Persian 
kingdom. The author is very impressed and, if not expresses his own satisfaction, at 
least he confirm the justice of this measure, repeating what he had said about the ram: 
and there was none to rescue (the ram) from its power (comp. v. 4). This is obviously a 
commentary about the divine justice.363 
Daniel 8: 8-The he-goat grew exceedingly great 
There is no doubt concerning the comparative expansion and power of the 
empire founded by Alexander. As it is said about the bronze-kingdom in chapter 2: 
39b, it had to "rule the whole earth," a telling hyperbole. 
but when it was overwhelming, its great horn was snapped 
The author wanted again to moralise, and he will repeat this thought in chapter 
11 :3-4. That certain climaxes are only omens of impending collapse, are not only a 
Hebrew wisdom thought (Pr 16:18), but a main theme of the book (Dan 4:37, 5:23). 
four conspicuous horns 
Since these four prominent horns "came up in its place," it means their position 
was also on the goat's forehead, between its eyes. The phrase toward the four winds of 
heaven recalls the universal and stormy battlefield of chapter 7:2 and anticipates the 
revelation of chapter 11 :4b (his kingdom will be divided toward the four winds of 
heaven). The four horns of the he-goat correspond therefore to the four heads of the 
leopard beast. There are not exactly four kingdoms. It is one kingdom divided and led 
antagonistically by four kings. 
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1.1.a.15 The desolating horn and the trampling of the Sanctuary (8:8-12) 
Daniel 8:9 - Out of one of them came forth a little horn 
Regarding the Hebrew characteristics of this phrase see endnotes 269 and 270. It 
is interesting that in the explanation of Gabriel, the origin of this horn is not mentioned 
(v.23), in a similar way as the origin of the "mighty king" (Alexander) is not mentioned 
in chapter 11 :3. The great revelation of Daniel 11 explains this modest origin as of a 
;ipi contemptible person (v. 21 ), who had no right to rule. There is a linguistic 
similarity between this Hellenistic horn of chapter 8 and the Roman horn of chapter 7, 
and it is not the only similarity. However, while similarities indicate spiritual 
connections, they must not automatically be taken to mean historical identity. It will be 
shown later, why this horn represents Antiochus IV as a foreshadow of other ones, more 
prominent candidates to this spiritual succession, such as Rome and its ecclesiastic 
head. 
This strange individual is also a king standing for a kingdom, not only in terms of 
typological foreshadow of Rome and I or Antichrist, but even as the first typically 
,,Roman" ruler over God's people. Citing Goldstein and others, L. Grabbe says about 
this king: 
In contrast, there is evidence that Antiochus was a very able ruler on the whole, and that a 
number of his actions are explained by his long sojourn in Rome. Some of his actions which 
would have seemed strange to the Syrians were normal among the Romans.364 
Grew excessively great to the South and to the East and to the Beautiful Land 
See also the linguistic analysis at endnotes 271-272. If the author intended to 
compare the greatness of this horn with the preceding powers, the identification of the 
"little" horn with Antiochus Epiphanes is at least strange, since the narrative describes 
the series of powers in a crescendo: the Medo-Persian ram became "great" (v. 4), the 
Hellenistic goat became "exceedingly I very great,"365 and finally, this initially small 
horn became "great beyond measure/excessively". Its feats depicted further truly 
exceed those of its forerunners. So it seems that the author put them in a crescendo. 
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Does the verb '?ij refer to political achievements, or rather to the increasing attitude of 
arrogance, which is the topmost sin in Daniel! The use of this verb in the literary 
context in Daniel 8 does not allow us to avoid the idea of political I military greatness. 
This is the basic meaning, though condemnation of hubristic exploits fits as well the 
context. No matter who is this horn, the author depicts him at least as great as the goat 
kingdom itself. This language maybe legitimately taken as hyperbolic. However, when 
the precise depiction of the preceding symbols is considered, we may understand that 
this cartoon drawing is too exaggerate, much beyond the historical reality, so that it 
cannot represent accurately the despised "Epimanes." And why exaggerate the political 
achievements of this typical enemy? This language sounds sometimes like a panegyric. 
Regarding the three directions where this horn became excessively great, Gabriel 
does not comment in his lapidary pesher (v. 23-25); he only refers to the extraordinary 
destructive intelligence, character and power of this horn I king. The actual 
achievements of Antiochus IV in Egypt were quite modest. "To the East" they hardly 
deserve any mention. Only his trampling on Judea fits satisfactorily this imagery. 
Daniel 8:10 - It grew great even to the heavenly host 
After ending his political and military job, this insolent horn is now described in 
terms of the lsaianic king of Babylon (Lucifer) who exalted himself up to the heavenly 
stars and beyond, to the throne of God (see Is 14:4.12-14). This is an interesting shift 
from earthly, horizontal, political achievements, to heavenly, vertical exalting toward a 
completely forbidden realm. 
In view of the observations at endnote 272, the proximity and the paronymous 
sound of 1!9¥ host and ':::ll> glory, beauty I gazelle suggests that it is not accidental, and 
it was perhaps intended a pun.366 In fact, both terms apply to the people of God and 
both are rich in meanings to play with: !!9¥ means host, army, (cf. LXX ouvuµL~, force), 
whence is derived the meaning battle, war (Dan 10:1) and military service (Nu 1 :2) 
and, as an army suggests order, regular service, hierarchical structure, th is term is 
applied to all celestial and terrestrial bodies I beings (Gn 2:1 ); and the same root, to the 
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Sanctuary service I attending (Nu 4:3. 23, 8:25, 1 S 2:22) which fits our context. The 
term is here used in a metaphorical sense (stars/ angels 2 K 17:16, Is 24:21 ), later 
explained to symbolise the "people of the saints" (v. 24, cf. Ex 12:41 ). The sacred name 
of God Himself in the OT, nilCl~ :11:-t' (Yahweh [the God] of the hosts I the Warrior, 
' ' 
the Powerful) is connected to this term.367 The host of heaven is used figuratively, when 
it refers to natural order, the heavenly bodies. In other contexts, it refers to the heavenly 
beings (angels). Here it is applied to God's people (the faithful, the wise), seen as His 
light-bearers and time-guides to the nations (comp. Dan 12:3, 8:24). 
It threw down to the earth some of the host - of the stars -and trod them underfoot 
The imagery is further interpreted by Gabriel to mean the grave actions of this 
Hellenistic king toward the saints (24-25). Gabriel will add a lot of details to this sad 
and bitter chapter of the Jewish history, in chapter 11 (v. 28-35). 368 
Daniel 8:11 - It exalted itself up to the Commander of the host 
This Commander of the host is interpreted by the angel to mean the Commander 
of Commanders I the Prince of Princes in v. 25, a title evoking the high priestly office 
(Nu 3:32). Indeed, the apocalyptic personage has high priestly functions: he is head of 
the heavenly host (sug8esting sanctuary service, see comments above) and the daily 
offering is removed from him. This Godlike personage is probably identical with Prince 
I Commander Michael 611t:l'~ Who is like Cod?) of Daniel 10:13.21, 12:1, who was 
" T • 
later conveyed to the NT apocalyptic.369 The priestly apparel of this heavenly Being in 
chs. 10 and 12 (a Man clothed in linen as the High Priest during the Yorn Kippur 
service)370 indicates a human nature. 
However, His unique title and more than priestly function point to a heavenly 
nature, as with the divine Captain (Prince) of the host of Yahweh Uos 5:13-14), usually 
called The Messenger of Yahweh (Ex 3:2, Zc 3:1 ). It is interesting to note that this 
"Angel" (Messenger) shares the attributes of God and even demands worship to Him, 
while even the highest angel refuses to be worshipped.371 The synonymic title The 
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Messenger of Yahweh, is alternatively referred to as Cod, Yahweh (the Lord) in different 
OT epiphanies. 372 No wonder that the NT identifies Him with the pre-existent and 
exalted Son of God, Christ.373 Thus it is quite significant that each apocalypse of Daniel 
has a strong messianic thrust and their central or climactic images respectively 
contribute to draw the NT portrait of Christ: the Stone king I kingdom of chapter 2 34-
35.44-45, the Humanlike heavenly representative of the saints in chapter 7:13-14, the 
Captain of the heavenly and priestly host in chapter 8:11.25, Messiah the Ruler in 
chapter 9:25-27 and Michael the supreme heavenly prince, clothed as a priest in 
chapter 10:5-6, 12:1.6-7. 
Antiochus encroached this heavenly realm and rose against Michael, the 
protector of Israel (12:1 ), when he attacked the Jews, exalted over their God, killed the 
high priest Honia (Dan 11 :22b, 2Mac 4:34-36), attempted to change the Law. But this 
Luciferic pattern was even more exactly and dramatically filled by the next world 
power described in chapter 7, i.e. Rome and its majestic spiritual offspring. Pagan 
Rome killed Jesus and launched a bloody series and persecutions to exterminate the 
Jewish sect of His disciples. Christian Rome did it to the uttermost, exalting itself as the 
legitimate and absolute personal earthly representative of the Heavenly King-Priest, and 
launching against His free followers the matchless horrors of the Middle Ages. 
even to lift from Him the continual offering 
The Hebrew expression i'~t;i;:r "the continual," the daily burnt offering is an 
elliptical phrase (See endnotes 268 and 276). Basically, i'l?t;'I is a noun, meaning 
extent, continuity, but it is used mostly as adverb: continually, continuously. According 
to the Torah, there were a lot of holy things or rites to be performed in a regular way, 
i.e. continually. the sacred bread (Ex 25:30, Lv 24:8, 2 Ch 2:4), the candlestick's light 
(Ex 27:20, LV 24:2-4), bearing the breastplate of judgement by the high priest (Ex 28:29-
30), the holy diadem on the high priest's forehead (Ex 28:38), the daily sacrifice (Ex 
29:38.42, Nu 28:3, 2 Ch 24:14, Ps 50:8, Ez 46:15), the daily bringing of the 
frankincense (Ex 30:8), continual fire on the altar (Lv 6:6), the daily flour offering (Lv 
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6:13), the daily blowing of the sacred trumpets (1 Ch 16:6), the regular sacred music of 
the Sanctuary (1 Ch 16:37), the regular daily service at the Temple (1 Ch 23:31 ). As a 
noun, in full construct phrases, it is used mostly of the daily (continua/) burned 
sacrifice, 374 and in few instances, of the continua/ bread of the Presence (Nu 4:7), or the 
regular grain offering(Nu 4:16, Ne 10:34). 
The chapter Tamid of Mishnah describes only the daily (i.e. morning and 
evening) offering as it took place at the Temple, consisting in the daily whole sacrifice 
of the lamb and the related daily ritual (rekindling the candlestick's lights, the incense 
offering etc).375 Since this phrase is mostly used in the OT for the daily offering and its 
related ritual, and we find the same use in Mis/mah, even in its elliptic form, we may 
conclude that in Daniel, the term refers to the same daily ritual that took place in each 
morning and evening: the wholly burned sacrifice of the lamb to which the offering of 
grain and wine was added, together with the trimming of the candles and bringing the 
incense offering within the temple. These rituals were regarded as one service and they 
are typologically related to various aspects of the same antitypic Reality. 
This prophecy is repeated also in chapters 11 :31 and 12:11 and it corresponds to 
the Antiochus' profanation of the Jerusalem Temple when he removed the cult of 
Yahweh to set his own cult of Zeus Epiphanes (1 Mac 1 :57) and of other Greek gods. 
However, if the parallel with chapter 11 is justified (and it is!), this contemptible 
"Epimanes," king of the North, (of the new Babylon!), is described in a manner, which 
convincingly diverts our attention away and beyond this early shadow of Antichrist. 
Antiochus did not abandon his traditional cult as it is said about this king in chapter 
11 :37-38, he even magnified it by his enforced measures in his kingdom and especially 
in Judea. Neither was this young and adventurous man, indifferent or uninterested in 
the "desire of women" (11 :37b).376 
The Vice-Christ described in Daniel 7 fits better these features, since that spiritual 
dynasty actually abandoned the God of the Apostles in favour of a cult of personality 
and power, despite all claims of apostolic faith and succession. 
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and it overthrew the dwelling of His Sanctuary377 
The Hebrew term, Ti,\!i;i throw down, means abandon, when coupled with 
abstract objects, or rU1i1, demolish, when related to buildings. See endnote 277. 
The dwelling of His Sanctuary (i\!i;ipr. 1i:ir.) is a Hebrew phrase that deserves 
more attention. 1i:i9 settlement, position, fixed place, is sometimes used as a synonym 
for ;:1}1:i9 or ;t_,Ji~r. base, pedestal, foundation, esplanade, usually related to the 
Sanctuary, altar, God's throne (Ps 89:15. 97:2), the building place (the esplanade) of the 
Temple in Jerusalem (Ezra 2:68), the holy site on the Mt Zion (Is 4:5) even the earth as 
built by God (Ps 104:5). The term is used elsewhere meaning dwelling place [of Cod} 
(Is 18:4), that is the earthly Sanctuary378 or the heavenly one.379 \!i;ipr. basically means 
consecrated portion: a part,380 or a place - sanctuary- even for pagan deities.381 The 
term is used for the Tabernacle,382 the Temple, 383 or any of its holy places,384 e. g. for 
The Most Holy place.385 Yahweh Himself is metaphorically seen as a sanctuary.386 
When 1i:i7? is associated with w;ip~, like in Daniel, it refers usually to the 
heavenly abode of God, His celestial Sanctuary (Ex 15:17). Sometimes, this use seems 
to be hyperbolic of the sanctuary in Jerusalem (Ps 78:69). However it is well attested387 
an OT theology of the actual sanctuary of Yahweh in heaven, having the sanctuary in 
Jerusalem as only its terrestrial projection/reflection, a symbolic place I palace of God's 
Name. 388 Important NT scriptures elaborate on the metaphor of the Sanctuary389 or on 
its typical rite,390 and particularly Hebrews and Revelation theologise on its messianic-
Christological typology. 391 
The related phrase, !D';Jp~ c1pr. is used about the Jewish temple (Is 60:13) and 
about Yahweh Himself as Sanctuary Uer 17:13, Ez 11 :16). The Temple (i,:;i'V), God's 
palace, is also used in a profound messianic passage (Zee 6:12-13.15, cf. 1 Ch 17:9-14) 
where it seems to refer to the future messianic Qahal of Israel, including Gentiles. A 
similar form, \!iiip c1pr. is also used sometimes for the Sanctuary (Ecc 8:10). 
The phrase in Daniel finds also a synonym in W'.'.IP 1ilJ7? holy habitation, refuge 
used rarely for the earthly Sanctuary (Ps 68:6), and usually for the heavenly one.392 
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Anyway, in Daniel's vision, the Sanctuary is seen in the realm of stars. But the 
interpretation may go to both the heavenly Sanctuary and its terrestrial shadow. The 
common Hebrew concept of the real heavenly Sanctuary of Yahweh is materialised in 
verses like the following, using expressions similar to Daniel's: 
2Ch 30:27 
Dt 26:15 
Ps 102:20 
Jer 25:30 
Ps 11:4 
Is 63:15 
tl'7?~~ itD")i? ]iJ.17?" 
1i!i!i? ]iJ.101: tl'~~;:qr. 
tl'~~r.. itliii? tliit?t: 
itD")i? ]iJ.17?1:1 tliil?r. 
i~o:i tl'~~;i. itliii? i,;i';::t:;: 
1tf1"1i? "?\I: tl'~~l? 
to His holy abode, in Heaven 
from Heaven, .. .jrom your holy abode 
from His high Sanctuary,. .. from heaven 
from high, ... from His Holy abode ... 
in His holy palace, ... in Heaven is His throne 
from Heaven, ... from your holy exalted residence 
A reference to a treading down of the Sanctuary, in the context of Is 63: 
15 (see v. 18) is very interesting '91!.i';Ji?I: 100i:i 1J'i:;t '9W"1i?-tl~ 11Li!: i':'::;r.~ For 
a little while did Your holy people possessed their heritage, Our adversaries 
have trodden down Your Sanctuary. 
Sometimes it is not so clear that the author speaks about the heavenly 
Sanctuary or about its earthly projection. But, at least, the lines are heavy with 
typologic-eschatological thought: 
Ezra 9.8 
Ps 24:3 
Mi 1:2 
Hab 2:20 
Zee 2:17 
Ex 15:13 
Ps 68:6. 
Ps 46 5 
il!ii~ oip9::i ii::i: 1i~-nr;i~ 
il!i\~ oip9:i 01p:-•t.i1 :i1:i~-1;:r:i :i?11'.-'t.l 
il!ii~ '?:;i';:Tt.l '~'"ll$ 
n1;1;;i-'?:;i 1'~!;lt.l o;:r il!ii~ '?:;i';:r::i :-!!:-!') 
il!ii~ lillt.lt.l iilll. ':i :ip' 'l~t.l o;:r 
1ipi~ :iir'?t:t 1r;i:i r;i'?::ri 11-011 
il!i\~ 1ill7?:l 0':-1"~ 
(see vs. 19.25) l!iJp:;i •:i'?9 oi~~'? i;i''?:gi 
O':"i'?tc;•JJ 1nt.i\!l' i•i'?;i i:ii 
. ... . 11'7; ~i:i~· i!i~p 
... to give us a tent peg in His holy place 
Who shall ascend the mount ofYHWH? 
And who shall stand in His holy place? 
... the Lord.from His holy palace I temple 
YHWH is in His holy palace. Hush' 
Hush ... before YHWH, for He woke up 
from His Holy abode 
... this people ... You have lead by Your 
power to Your holy home I settlement 
... God in His Holy abode 
( ... You ascended on high ... my King, in 
the Sanctuary) 
... the city of God, the holy habitation of 
the Most High. 
Collins is ready to recognize that Ji::17? is used in OT for both the heavenly and 
the earthly dwelling of God. Unfortunately, he chose an application that does not 
satisfy the use of this phrase. Simply, "because the temple was not torn down by 
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Antiochus Epiphanes, the reference may be - says Collins - to the desecration of the 
altar."393 In the light of the analysis above, his solution is not convincing. 
Antiochus, as it is known, did not destroy the temple of Yahweh. It is possible, 
however, that the Hebrew term was not intended to mean destroy, but throw down to 
the earth, since the scene occurs in heaven (at least in the vision). A late midrash of 
Jesus Christ in the Gospels applies this prophecy to the then future Roman destruction 
in the year 70 CE.394 And Apostle Paul applies much of this imagery to a yet future "man 
of lawlessness," which remained known in the Christian theology, since the days of 
Apostle John as the Antichrist.395 While both Christian applications seem to have some 
conditional aspects, it is obvious that the early Christendom applied the prophecy to 
Rome and to the post-Roman Antichrist. This is not to negate its first application to 
Antiochus, but as we have seen, there are important details not covered by the 
historical exploits of Antiochus IV. 
Daniel 8:12- and it set hosts over the continual offering in its rebellion. 
Regarding the technical problems of this translation, and why I chose this 
solution, see endnotes 278, 341 and 342. While the Captain of the heavenly Sanctuary 
has His own host, the wicked horn has also hosts. To better understand this drama, let 
us divide it in five acts. 
In the background, the sanctuary and its entire heavenly host are safe under the 
supreme authority of their Captain (as a Celestial Prince and High Priest), who owns the 
full right and ministry of the continual offering. Then ... 
1. In the first act of the drama, the wicked horn exalts itself up to the heavenly 
(ministering) host, which is metaphorically called "stars" (see Dan 12:3) and 
throws down part of them to the earth to tread them underfoot. 
2. In the second act, the wicked horn magnifies itself even to the Captain-Priest 
of the ministering host, takes out of Him the continual offering to set its own 
cult. This is sin of rebellion at the highest degree. 
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3. But a third act follows: the wicked horn overthrows (or brings low) to the 
earth the Sanctuary of the Divine Captain. Thus the celestial Sanctuary is 
brought down to earth. 
4. In the fourth act, the wicked horn appoints over the continual offering (now 
set in the earthly order and cultus, in "its" honour, like the sanctuary brought 
down), its own ministering hosts. This is the rebellion -the horrifying sin that 
boldly replaced the heavenly cultus by an earthly order. 
5. Now, to ensure its victory over the heavenly Sanctuary through its earthly lies 
(v. 25a), in the fifth act, the wicked horn throws down the Truth itself (here 
the Law, God's revelation, v. 12b, comp. ch. 7:25). It keeps on working like 
this and it succeeds and prevails long time, ... until one day .... 
This in no case can be a dogmatic position, since MN::l::! hosts, might very 
naturally be military forces, armed people that the wicked horn set over(or, againsb the 
continual offering. In Ez 4:2, the prophet is called to play his oracle, to lay camped 
armies for siege around bll 1MJ) Jerusalem. Speaking about the continual offering and 
not about Jerusalem or Temple, such a meaning is not quite convincing prima facie. 
But it should be kept in view, because this classic "desolating abomination" is usually 
associated with armed forces. 396 
This imagery fits in a limited measure the persecutions of Antiochus against Jews. 
He desecrated the Temple of Jerusalem and established there and in many other places, 
pagan services to his pagan gods. He even ordered to destroy the sacred Scriptures, and 
forbade the Sabbath worship and all distinctive features of the Jewish law, under the 
death penalty.397 However, his successes were quite limited and temporary, neither his 
cursed affair lasted so much. His spiritual successor, Rome, especially in its Christian 
supremacy, was more daring and more succeeding in imposing its cult and sacrifices 
instead of the unique, heavenly, non-transmissible ministry of Christ and His non-
repeatable sacrifice.398 
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1.1.a.16 Audition: heavenly decree about the vindication of the Sanctuary: 
time revelation (8:13-14) 
Daniel 8:13 - Then I heard a holy one speak 
See endnote 279 for the technical meaning of "holy one" I "saint" in this place. 
The two holy beings of this visionary audition are further identified to be Gabriel (v.16) 
and his supreme Commander Michael (ch. 10). 
Till when the case seen in ... ? 
See notes 280-282 for the reasons of this translation. It is very important to 
understand first the question asked, in order to understand the actual bearing of the 
answer. The usual English translation of 'tif?"iP is "how long ... ?" or "for how long ... ?" 
in most versions, which is inexact, or at least ambiguous, because it refers rather to a 
period from its beginning to its end, a meaning diverging with the Hebrew phrase. 
Theodotion found the best Greek equivalent in 'Ew~ 116-rE (till when?), followed by 
Jerome (usquequo ... ?, till when?) as do some modern translations. 399 Gerhard Pfandl 
also emphasised in his dissertation the correct understanding required by the Hebrew 
phrase.400 
To speak of a period with reference to both its beginning and end, Hebrew 
would use the phrase '~' ;ii?:; how many days ... ?, how much time ... ?,401 or even 
Cl'l~;:I/ D'~;'D i;Jy~ ;"lf?.402 On the other hand, the question 'tif?"iP is commonly used 
with no regard to a starting point, but just pointing anxiously to an end, a longed 
terminus ad quem: "until when?/ till when?". This is consistently true concerning each 
of OT references.403 Daniel uses elsewhere the phrase with precisely the same meaning 
as in all these references (Dan 12:6). None of these biblical references point to a period 
of time implying its starting point.404 
A careful translation of this inquiry is essential here, because the reader must not 
confuse the long time given in v. 14 (2300 days) with the special time allotted to the 
little horn's "war against the saints" (which is referred to in Daniel 7:25, 12:7 as three 
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times and a hall!. From the setting of that "abomination" until the fixed time of the end 
must pass "1290 .... up to 1335 days". Because the Hebrew usage of the phrase "until 
2300 evening-mornings" does not allow any expedient artifice to halve this strange 
period (see note 283)1 we cannot consider it as an approximation to the other 
apocalyptic periods in the book. To emphasise the actual use of 't17?-1P in Daniel, one 
should carefully read Daniel 12:6-121 where the equivalent of is :i'p~ n'11:)~ ;ii? (what 
will be the end of these things?) and that the periods further referred extend f P nlrip 
to the time of the end, that is to "attain the 1335 days". 
Thus the question is not "how long" is this evil to last, that is the horn's period of 
persecution, but "till when" this situation shall last. Thus the terminus a quo of this 
duration is not implied to be in the days of the little horn, it might even be in the time 
of the present audition. However, the question and its answer must have had a lot of 
hidden message, if Daniel remained perplexed because this time revelation. Being the 
last and the greatest trouble of God's people in this prophecy, the question "till when?" 
has strong eschatological reverberations. In fact, this question is a known refrain 
throughout the Bible and it calls out for God's judgment (e.g. Ps 94:3 1 Hab 2:61 Rev 
6:10-11). 
Daniel 8: 14 - "Till evening and morning roll on 2300 times" 
For a discussion at large about the Hebrew morphology and syntax of this 
phrase, see endnote 283. The phrase indicates undoubtedly "2300 days," no matter the 
hermeneutic understanding of these days. The answer, in complete harmony with the 
question, points only to the terminus ad quem, with no regard for a terminus a quo that 
might well be the moment of that speaking, or with the first kingdom envisioned by this 
prophecy, or rather let the angelus interpres explain it, as usually. 2300 days are not a 
symbolic number, this is the only place where it is given, and is obviously meant as 
exact, historical (though cryptic) duration. Neither 2300 natural days (6 years and c. 4 
months), nor 11 50 natural days (3 years and c. 2 moths) fit the historical facts about 
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Antiochus' persecutions, as they are reported in the principal source, 1 Maccabees. The 
following table is a sufficient demonstration. 
lMac 1:22 143 SE 169 BCE405 First sack of the Temple and attack on the Jews 
lMac 1:30 145 SE 167 BCE The tax-collector sent in Judea 
lMac 1:57 145 SE Kislew 15 167 BCE Dec. 15. Temple profaned by pagan cult 
lMac 4:52 148 SE Kislew 25 164 BCE Dec.25 Temple cleansed and rededicated (after 3 years). 
!Mac 6:16 149 SE nov I dee 164406 Antiochus dies. 
Thus we have exactly 3 years (c.1090 days) for the temple's profanation, and less 
than 6 years, if we count from the first attack of Antiochus upon the Jews, and none of 
the exact periods given in Daniel (1260 days, 1290 days, 1335 days, 2300 days) is 
satisfied. This is why the rationalist critique concluded that Daniel was written after the 
persecution of Epiphanes began, but before the rededication of the T emple.407 
It should be emphasised that the "2300 evening-mornings" must not begin with 
the profanation of the Temple, because the same book claims that from that time until 
the expected end must be 1290 - 1335 days (ch. 12:11-12). 
There is however, a different manner of considering these apocalyptic "days" as 
it was shown about the 3 'h times=1260 days of Daniel 7:25, according to the classical 
apocalyptic time scale, where an apocalyptic day is symbol of a natural year. (See 
chapter 1.1.a.10 at p. 83 for the theological justification of this hermeneutic tool). This 
allows us take this time as 2300 years, which is justified not only by the soundness of 
the year-day principle, but also by the close interrelation and harmony of all 
apocalyptic times of Daniel, as it is shown in ch. IV.4 p. 179. 
Then the Sanctuary will be vindicated I cleansed 
For linguistic treatment see endnotes 284-285. The Sanctuary - earthly and 
heavenly is - the theological centre of this chapter. And not incidentally, this verse is 
the literary and even the physical centre of the chapter. Both chapters 7 and 8, of the 
same length, have their respective centre in vs. 13-14. First is about the Humanlike 
Representative entering the Heavenly Court to receive the Kingdom for his saints, the 
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second is about the vindication of God's Sanctuary, within the same theme of 
judgement. The cultic imagery of chapter 8: sacrificial animals (ram, goat), Sanctuary, 
host (priestly service), Captain of the host (high priest), continual offering, evening and 
morning, suggests a day of "cleansing"/ "restoration"/ "vindication" as the Yorn Kippur 
has typified.408 I do not mean that Daniel 8:14 refers directly to Leviticus 16. However, I 
cannot help but see that both Biblical passages, one ritual-typologic and one 
apocalyptic, point out to the same eschatological reality, which was outlined in chapter 
7: the Judgment Day.409 Therefore, to connect them is a wise contextual exegesis, if the 
canonical and cultural-historical contexts have any relevance. 
1.1.a.17 Angelus interpres partially illuminates the prophet (8:15-26) 
IV.3.a.1.a.3. First appearance of Gabriel and his initial explanation (8:15-18) 
Daniel 8:15-16-1 saw ... one of man-like appearance .... And I heard a human voice 
There are certainly two heavenly beings in this visionary scene. First, both are 
named "holy beings" (v.13) and there is a clear distinction between them: one speaks, 
and answers questions, then give orders. The second listens to, asks and executes 
orders. Daniel didn't see the First Saint, only heard His human voice. This One 
commands to Gabriel, but He is not yet named in this vision. A careful comparison 
with the vision in chapter 10 shows that this supreme Archangel, the only One who can 
help Gabriel, is Michael,410 the supreme Commander of the heavenly hosts, which 
include God's people.411 His "human" voice is significant as He speaks to be 
understood by a human being. 
"Gabriel, help this yonder understand the vision!" 
This is for the first time one meets in the OT a heavenly being called by name. 
There is an obvious relationship between the hearing of his name i,~,,~~ (man of Coc!J 
and his man-like i;:i;i. ;i~ir,i:i appearance as Daniel saw him. His name and 
appearance are a message for /through the prophet. One cannot infer that angels are 
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sexual beings who bear Hebrew names! It is to be observed in the Bible, that these 
heavenly messengers, and especially this "man" Gabriel, perform the mission of a 
prophet, conveying God's messages to people.412 Names of Michael and Gabriel in 
Daniel are intentionally modelled by the heavenly speakers on the pattern of Daniel's 
name and pointing to their mission or identity. Thus Heaven likes to fraternise with 
those humans whose hearts are in heavenly service to their fellows. 413 
Daniel 8:17-1 became frightened and fell upon my face. 
It is interesting and not sufficiently studied this reaction of the prophet in vision. 
Sceptics might say that it is just a literary motif. But why Gabriel is not at all frightful 
when he visits Daniel in reality, and not in an ecstatic experience? (See ch. 9:21-22). 
Understand, son of Adam 
The prophet is not addressed as a son of his people, or as a son of his father, but 
as a son of Adam (see note 286), as any human being. This really noble title is common 
in the book of Ezekiel. 
the vision points to the time of the end 
See note 287 for linguistic analysis. If we pay attention to the context and to the 
Hebrew usage of the preposition [ 7 ] it is quite clear that the author would say that the 
dramatic events foreseen in the vision - including especially the statement about the 
2300 evening-mornings - extend to the time of the end. However, one's understanding 
depends also on his I her theological background. If someone would say that Daniel 
thought of an "end" of his age and of a soon advent of the messianic age, then the time 
of the end would include the two subsequent empires (symbolised by the ram and the 
he-goat) w'1th all their outgrowths. Consequently, those who believe that the vision is 
completely fulfilled in the 2"d century BC, would conclude that the time of the end here 
mentioned, extends from Cyrus and the fall of Babylon, to the death of Antiochus 
Epiphanes. Those who believe that the vision has a main or a secondary application to 
Antichrist (a post-Roman or a final dynast in the Christian era), would infer that all this 
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time, from the advent of Cyrus to the second advent of Christ, is the time of the end. 
This concept would obviously make not much sense, except that someone takes this 
"time of the end" as a conditional time, which conflicts with v. 19 which speaks 
without doubt of "the appointed time of the end". (If we think to a Pseudo-Daniel in the 
2"d century BC, his mention of the time of the end would point to the overthrow of 
Antiochus and could not conceivably include all Persian and Hellenistic eras). 
The classic prophets do not treat "The End" in chronological terms, and it seems 
to be a conditional event (as regarding the time). But in Daniel's apocalyptic visions we 
are told of world kingdoms succession, of times and days counted, and of a majestic 
depiction of the final, universal End. 
According to the evidence presented in note 288, Daniel was shown that the true 
and final End, ushering in the glorious, eternal kingdom of God and His Messiah, is not 
yet to be expected immediately after the fall of Babylon and the repatriation of the Jews, 
as some classic prophets suggest. After the end of Babylonian Empire, believers had to 
be patient, knowing that in their generations a series of at least three subsequent world 
powers would pass before the final end comes. It is very interesting that in the first two 
visionary prophecies of Daniel (ch. 2 and 7), where it was shown that the succession of 
world powers, from Babylon to God's eternal kingdom, is counted by four plus some 
divisive prolongation of the fourth kingdom, no identification is tried by the author; 
while in the prophecy of chapter 8, we have only two different kingdoms, both are 
clearly identified, but nothing is said about the precise identity of the last extension, the 
wicked horn. As for the time to lapse, answering the refrain "until when?," the prophet 
receives only cryptic and veiled answers and it is clearly said that this time revelation is 
not for him, but for those only who investigate the prophecy in "the time of the end" 
(8:26, 12:4-13). Thus the author himself, if we choose to believe him, knows a bit more 
than nothing about the real time lapse to the end. He just conveys the cryptic message 
to accompany the patient and hopeful journey of God's people throughout history, 
toward the fullest understanding with the passing of time to the end. 
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However, if the prophet doesn't understand the "when" of that end, he certainly 
has in mind a clear philosophy about its "why" and "how". And the best way to 
understand Daniel's philosophy of history and the sense of its revelations about the end 
is to read his book. In his first dream (2:19.30-45), the end is not explicitly mentioned, 
but it is implicit there: what else is the catastrophic impact of that Stone, when it 
smashes the idol of this world powers in its lowest stage, to usher God's eternal 
kingdom? The Aramaic vision in chapter 7 makes also no explicit mention of the end, 
however the time of the end is clearly described in a third of the total verses in the 
chapter. He was shown this time more details about that time: it is the time of 
Judgement (v.9-10), after the 1260 days/years, the time of the last Antichrist's defy, 
followed by his final punishment (v.11), the time of Messiah's receiving the world's 
universal kingdom with His saints (v.13-14.18.22.27). 
In chapter 8-12 we have repeated and explicit references to the end. It is said of 
an "appointed time of the end," the time of Dies !rae (v.19), which is after the "2300 
evening-mornings," bringing the vindication of God's holy throne (v.14.26). In chapter 
9, the true time of the end is not the end of the 70 years of Captivity (v.2), because after 
the restoration of the City in the Persian era, there must still be 70 weeks until the 
coming and strange death of Messiah (v.24-26) followed by a second and final 
destruction of the Temple (v. 26bc); and neither is this the real end, because another 
end is announced there, when the power who desolated the second Temple shall be 
destroyed (v. 26d.27d). 
In chapter 11 it is said that the diplomacy of the last king of the North (Syria-
Babylon) to take hold of the South (Egypt) will not succeed, because there is not yet the 
appointed time of the end (v. 28). The atrocities committed by Antiochus and by 
Antiochus-type desolating powers do not mean the end; rather persecutions are for the 
purification of God's wise people and they will repeat as this purification will be 
necessary up to the end itself (v. 35). "In the time of the end" must happen the last 
battle between the two great belligerent kings (v.40), with the complete victory of the 
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Northern King over Egypt and over its neighbouring countries, including the land of 
Israel, but (strangely!) excluding the worst neighbours of Israel (v.41-43). The end of the 
desolating power comes just when he launches his last bloody crusade against God's 
people, and in a final siege of Jerusalem, attempts to set his throne on Yahweh's 
"glorious and sacred mountain" (v.44-45). This is the final attack of the desolating 
power, because Michael, The Commander in Chief of all God's hosts, rises against that 
desolating one and brings a time of extreme distress upon all nations (v.45b, 12:1 ). That 
is the time of salvation for God's people, marked by the end of that judicial 
examination of heavenly books (12:1 d, cf. 7:10.22) and resulting in resurrection of both 
good and evil (12:2) and eternal bliss of the holy and wise (v. 3). 
The last dialogue in chapter 12 gives us some new time details relating to the 
end. The time prophecy itself had to be preserved and sealed (covered) until the time of 
the end (v.4). As in chapter 8, a heavenly being asks about the exact time of the end 
("until when?" - v. 6, cf. 8:13), while Michael answers with the most solemn oath that 
the end won't be before those "three times and a half" announced in chapter 7:25 as 
the veiled time of the Post-Roman Antichrist's special rule, and that all these strange 
conflicts will definitely cease (at Michael's intervention) in a moment when God's 
people will hopelessly lack any power to withstand (v.7, cf. 11 :45). When Daniel took 
over the angel's question ("until when"?) and repeated it because he was still perplexed 
(v. 8), Michael first answered that this knowledge is not for Daniel and that nobody 
would understand it before the "time of the end," and even then, the wise only, those 
purified by trials, will understand, not the evildoers (v. 9). However, Daniel was given 
an additional and last information concerning the time question, probably not for him 
too: there must elapse 1290 days since the setting of desolating abomination, and ti1ese 
will be extended to 1335 days (v. 11-12). These two final periods must have something 
in common with the end of the "three times and a half" and the end of "2300 evening-
mornings". (For the possibility of a Pseudo-Daniel in the 2"d century to "predict" such 
Nostradamic lines, notice the very known fact that none of these cryptic periods fits the 
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time of Antiochus' persecution. If this sublime liar, who was supposedly the real author, 
designed these times of the end before the death of the tyrant Antiochus, why didn't he 
changed the wrong figures a couple of years later, when the Antiochus adventure was 
over? As a climactic point of his literary pious farce, he gives his hero a happy 
resurrection in his homeland, "in the end" thus "predicted" for his own generation! v. 
13. How could swallow it his supposed contemporaries in the 2nd century BC, or how 
could the book enter the sacred canon?). 
Summarising his research on the time of the end in Daniel, Pfandl concludes that 
"the expression cet qej in Daniel 8:17, seems to belong to apocalyptic eschatology and 
refers to the time prior to the absolute End," and that "for contextual reasons, therefore, 
the expression cet qes in the book of Daniel seems to be a terminus technicus of the 
final period of human history leading up to the final eschaton when the old aeon gives 
way to the new one when God's Kingdom will be established 'without human 
IV.3.a.1.a.4. Enlarged yet incomplete explanation of the vision (8:19-25) 
Daniel 8:19 - I'm making you know what shall happen later in the days of wrath 
The phrase tlJ)~;:t n'ie)~9 has also eschatological echoes. LXX translated the 
phrase as: lcrr' i:oxchou i:fi' opyfi, 1:01, uLo'L' wii AUOU oou - [what shall happen} at the 
end of the wrath-adding, probably from 10:14 and 12:1 - to the sons of your people. 
This reflects a parallel connection they made between Daniel 8:19 and 10:14, which is 
a valuable observation: 
l'P iJ)i~'? 8:19 
The verbal root l:llll (be bitter, menace, threat, angry, sad, furious, indignant, 
express wrath in condemnation and curse; detest, abhor, hate) is practical synonym 
with 'ill! (be angry, storming, raging, in trouble, sad). But, while 'ill! is seldom used in 
connection to God, l:llll is commonly used of God's wrath in an explicit way 415 or in 
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an implicate way.416 There are, however, a few occurrences of this root having people 
as subject.417 The Vulgate has: in novissimo maledictionis(in the last curse). 
In Daniel, the root is used once about Antiouchus' rage (11 :30), but in those 
places where this indignation has no explicate subject, we should take it as God's final 
wrath, because: 1) the term is applied to God in all passages where the immediate 
context only helps us understand its logical subject; 2) most of explicit occurrences 
apply to God, and all occurrences where the term has a human subject makes it 
explicit; 3) the immediate and larger context in Daniel points clearly to God's 
Judgement time: 
In Daniel 11 :36d, the phrase ;;i;;~~l ;;~~r;p ':i cipr ;;'?TiP (till {Cod's} wrath 
shall have been completely manifested, for what is determined will certainly happen) is 
apparently built from the same eschatological bricks as verses Is 10:23 and 28:22 
(fi~:;i-'?:;i-'?p.. .. . ;;~~r:m ;;?:;i-,:;i for total destruction and determined punishment 
... over all the earth (landJ,418 and Daniel 9:27, which applies this consummation of 
God's wrath on the desolating power: Cll~tli-'?p lDn ;;~~r:m ;;?:;i-iP1 until complete 
destruction, a determined punishment will be poured out on the desolating one. The 
immediate context of Daniel 11 :36d speaks about the appointed time of the end (v. 
35b) when the desolating power will launch his last attack (v. 40a) and finally will be 
broken (45b). 
In Daniel 8:19, the immediate context points to the appointed time of the end 
(19b) and it is obviously related to the "2300 evening-mornings" (v. 14.26a). 
The term n'i!J~ refers usually to time (except in Ps 139:9 extremitY,. Its basic 
meaning is what comes later, the last part, in contrast with the first, the end in contrast 
with the beginning,419 as outcome or result,420 fina/,421 finality, destiny,422 future,423 good 
destiny,424 posterity,425 the last, remnant, survivors (Ez 23:25, Am 9:1 ), the last in rank 
(Jer 50:12). The term is used largely as prophetic future, "eschaton," the last time (Is 
46:10), which is especially true with the consecrated phrase Cl'~;;:r n'i!J~~ in the latter 
days, in the future distant time (occurring 14 times in the OT426 (including Daniel 2:28-
125 
29, 10:14), and once is found as Cl'J1¥;i M'ilJ~:l ... Cl':l'J Cl'o;o after many days .... in the 
latter years (Ez 38:8). 
Since the verb (and the corresponding noun) ;i'{:;i to complete, come to an end; 
completion, termination, full end has so much in common with the noun M'ilJ~ , it 
seems that the phrase ClPt;::t r'l'ilJ~:l is a contracted combination of the two usual 
eschatological formulas: ClPt ;i'{:;i (Is 10:25, Dan 11 :36) + Cl'o;;:i r'l'ir:)~:;i . Thus the 
meaning of this phrase in Daniel 8:19 should be in the final manifestation of {Cod's} 
wrath, or, in the following manifestations of {Cod's} wrath. Most translations indicate 
here an end, a term, the latter/last time.427 Some translations use ambiguous words, and 
some of them emphasise the idea of future/ later time (NIV, NRS). The contextual logic 
of v. 19-20 seems to emphasise not the end itself but the snowball development leading 
to it. 
The desolating horn seems to be an instrument of God's indignation (v. 23-25), 
and little is said about God's wrath on the desolator (v. 25d). A "tallionic" principle is 
seen in what happened to the ram and to the he-goat (v. 5c.7c), then to the 
conspicuous horn (v. 8a) and to the desolating horn (v. 25d). In all these things one sees 
God's judgement (indignation). Yet, since most of the depicted calamities come upon 
God's people, it is altogether possible that God's wrath foreseen in this vision be 
directed especially toward them, which Daniel 11 :14.30bc.31 c.34b and Daniel 
12:7d.l Ob seem to justify (because of high treason - breaking of the covenant and 
joining the desolator's politics - see also 1 Th 2:15-16). 
If not, a last possibility remains: that the wrath mentioned here is rather the 
Gentiles' wrath toward God's people (cf. 11 :30c) and it is possible to rethink this 
problem, despite the fact that the bulk of evidence cited above favours a reference to 
God's wrath. In view of this latter possibility, we have in both testaments of the Bible, 
prophetic references to the Gentiles' wrath toward one another and toward God's 
people, until His full wrath is poured on these instruments of God's wrath.428 There is 
an interesting philosophy of passing God's judgement from one another until final 
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destruction is poured out upon the last and greatest enemy.429 This concept should not 
be avoided by any approach to the Biblical philosophy of history. 
This prophecy extends to the very appointed time of the end 
For the linguistic analysis of the clause fP i)ji~'? ':I see also endnote 288. To 
make some parallel to this phrase and in the same time to consider the elusive force of 
the difficult syntax involved is given the following table: 
·rranslation 
ts e VlSIOil 
or. to the appointed time of the end [is the vision] 
or: for the appointed time has an end. 
or.for at an appointed time the end will be. 
or there is still a vision concerning those days 
or there is still/ not yet [to] the end of appointed time 
or the appointed time has still an end 
... until tl1e time of the end. for there is yet to await for 
e appointed time 
e reveiation about those evening-mornings is true, 
ut you have to conceal the prophecy, because it is for 
any days hence. 
or there is still a vision for the appointed time; 
·t hastens toward the end, and does not lie.430 
Hebrew phrase Reference 
1iTIJ\.I J'i? 1'1117 Dan 8:17 
Dan 8:19 
1i11J "1il1 -•:;i Dan 10:14 
]'i? l1]'~ "1il1 -•:;i Dan 11:27 
11rni 1'19\:\ ir.:.;:ii :r;ill;;i ;i~'"!~1 
c•;n c·~:? •:;i 1iTIJv ciio ;ii;i~i 
"11JiO~ 1i11J "1il1 ':!l 
::ir:;i• K?1 1'~ IJ!;)'1 
Dan 11:35 
Dan 8:26 
Hab2:3 
These difficult paralleled Danielic phrases reflect in different degrees the last one 
quoted from Hab 2:3 as one can observe in the table above. Habakkuk received from 
God basically two messages. The first one (Hab 1) deals with the right judgement of 
God against the Jews, using Babylonians as executive agents. The second one (Hab 2) 
deals with the right judgement of God against Babylonians to reward their true 
motivation and their over-zeal in doing the job (Hab 1 :11, cf. Is 47:5-6). Since this is 
essentially the message of Jeremiah too (Hab 1 :6-11, cf. Jer 5:6.16, 25:11-12) I infer that 
in Hab 2:3, the prophet speaks about the appointed time of the 70 years that were to 
pass to the fall of Babylon and the liberation of God's people. 
If ange/us interpres borrowed this language from Habakkuk, it might be for an 
intended typological parallel between the end of the 70 years ushering in the time of 
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Israel's restoration through the quasi-messianic advent of Cyrus, and the end of the 
2300 days, in "the time of the end," with the vindication of God's Sanctuary, His final 
Judgment leading to the enthronement of the Great Messiah.431 
Daniel 8:20 - The ram that you saw with the two horns ... 
The Hebrew phrase tl'ni'::r '?p:;i i,'~;;T the ram, which had two horns, is very 
interesting when connected with the following nickname of the he-goat (i'P~D the 
satyi). Compare with tl'r-\~-n'"lr;nlip "the two horned Ashtarte" of Gn 14:5. for a 
possible pun in tl'ni'D '?p:;i lit. "the two-horned Baal" (in fact, possessing two horns). 
Note also the phonetic and graphic similarity between i,,~ ram and'?~ god. Both words 
('?.p:;i and tl'ni'D) are very frequent in the oldest Hebrew texts, but this construction is 
exclusive to this verse. 
The angel interprets the two horns as the kings of Media and Persia. This is not 
only an identification of the ram symbol. It is also a clue to the understanding of this 
historical entity from the perspective of the book of Daniel. Therefore, to image a 
Median Empire, followed by a Persian one in chapter 7, is completely unwarranted. 
Daniel 8:21- The he-goat, the satyr, is the king of Greece 
See also notes 289-290. When someone reflects on the demonic role of the he-
goat (especially through its wicked horn) and on the Sanctuary-sacrifice theme of the 
vision, this goat reminds us Yahweh's adversary, Azza'zel, represented by a he-goat in 
opposition with the other he-goat chosen for Yahweh in the feast of Yorn Kippur.432 
And, the term i'll~ is used sometimes to refer mythological goat-gods identified by the 
Jews with demons.433 In the Greek-Roman culture, this kind of mythological creature 
was called satyr, Pan, or Faunus. 
The Bible mentions the Greek people as among the trade;, with Phoenicians (Ez 
27:13.19) and one of those peoples whom God have to punish Uoel 4:6, Zee 9:13) and 
also to enlighten in the "latter days" (Is 66:19). In Daniel, the name applies to the 
Greek-Macedonian forces under Alexander, who founded the first "Greek" Empire. 
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The equation beast = king // kingdom is again to be seen in this angelic 
explanation. It teaches us that in other passages where we find the symbol of a king, a 
kingdom might well be intended. 
The great horn between its eyes is the very first king 
This explanation adds to the preceding one and explains it. The goat must be a 
kingdom, not an individual king, if it is said about its horn that it symbolises its first 
king. Alexander the Great was indeed, the first king of the Greeks and of the Hellenistic 
Empire. See on v. Sc. Comp. Daniel 11 :3. As v. 8 and 22 indicate, in parallel with 
chapter 11 :4, this powerful horn had to be broken in the height of its glory (323 B.c.E.), 
as a very young man, after only 1 3 years of the most adventurous conquests. Alexander 
became the model of many other conquerors since. 
Daniel 8:22-Four kingdoms shall stem from his nation, but not with his power 
These kingdoms, represented here by four horns and in chapter 7 by four heads 
of one leopard, are the kingdoms founded by 4 Diadochi (generals, successors of 
Alexander) that confederated against a series of regents. In 319 B.CE., the four powerful 
opponents of the regency were Kassandros, Antigonos, Ptolemaios and Lysimachos.434 
When Antigonos proclaimed himself regent of the empire in 315 B.C.E., a new "quartet" 
confederated against him: Ptolemaios, Lysimachos, Seleukos, and Kassandros. In 311 
B.C.E., the four belligerent Macedonians divide the Empire among themselves: Seleukos 
took Babylon with the most of Asiatic provinces, Ptolemaios took Egypt with its 
subjected territories (including Judea, Cyprus, Lybia et al.), Kassandros took Greece and 
Macedonia, and Lysimachos took Thrice and part of Asia Minor (which had to develop 
later in the powerful kingdom of Pergamum). In c. 303 B.C.E. they proclaimed 
themselves kings, to oppose the example of the regent Antigonos, then they crushed 
Antigonos and his son in 301 B.C.E., remaining sovereign kings of a divided empire, only 
to have continual wars between them. 
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Daniel 8: 23 - In the latter stage of their reign 
For the more probable mean'ing of n'iJ'.1!'.t as late, future, in most occurrences, 
see note 291. The reign of the Hellenistic kings may be divided in two: an epoch of 
"giants" (323-168/146 s.c.E.) followed by an epoch of weakness, decay, disintegration 
and gradual fall in the grips of Rome (168/146-31 BCE). 
When the rebellious sins have reached their top 
It is not clear whose sins are considered in this clause: of the Hellenistic 
kingdoms? Or, of the Jews? Anyway, it is recognised the wickedness of the Hellenistic 
rulers. If they are in view, then the demonic king that appears is viewed as a 
culmination of their wickedness. If the Jews are in view, then the rise of Antiochus is 
seen as a punishment for their sins. See also note 350. 
There are theological and exegetical reasons to understand the speaker's 
intention to imply God's people (comp. 1 Mac 1 :12-17). This was always a key 
prophetic statement in strong relation to the covenant conditions435 and to God's 
historical dealings with all nations (Gn 15:16b, Jer 46:21, 47:4).436 
There will stand a ruthless, bold-faced king, skilled in any sharp speaking. 
The phrase tl'J~-rp means literally, "hard-faced," that is callous, and is used 
about the foreign invasion predicted in Deuteronomy, a people with fierce (bold) 
countenance, knowing no fear, reverence, respect, shyness, or shame (Dt 28:50), and 
about impudent, shameless, cheeky, insolent people (Pr 7:13, Ee 8:1). The second 
phrase related, is nii'n )':::l~ - lit. Understanding I skilled in sharp things. 
Etymologically, n:T'n (like the Aram. n·;rr:i~l is something "sharp," "acute," and its 
pragmatic, common meaning is: riddle, enigma, dark saying, problem, charade, 
difficult question, acute saying, figure of speech, taunting proverb.437 It was an antique 
custom of displaying wisdom, by playing with difficult questions that were usually 
uttered in a poetic form, like proverbs. Kings and famous sages used to compete on this 
kind of "acute sayings". Being able to make or understand nii'Ti, means to be sharp, 
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keen, shrewd, astute, clever (a quality, which in many languages reflects not only a 
high IQ, but also arrogance, malice and perfidy). Compare with the demonic 
intelligence of the Lord of Tyre, Daniel's adversary (Ez 28:3 and the whole literary 
context). This demonic callousness and intelligence applies to Antiochus in some 
degree, yet some caesars and pontiffs later made a greater display of them. 
Daniel 8:24- He shall grow strong in power, shall make extraordinary plans 
See note 292 for textual problems and translation. If Antiochus is still in view, 
this is a hyperbole, or a panegyric, if not an irony. But the author is serious, so that his 
continual stress on the power of that miserable Antiochus (who was forced to abandon 
his "conquests" ... ) seems to point again beyond Epiphanes. Extraordinary plans he did, 
but did not succeed in all he did, as the prophecy (v. 24 b) requires. This should be 
very clear. His greatest success was posthumous: his ghost is now met by most 
theologians at every corner of the book of Daniel. 
He shall destroy powerful people 
See endnote 293. "Powerfu I people" seems to be in apposition with "the people 
of saints," and it is not easy to decide if Israel was meant or other people I peoples. 
His mind will be against the people of the saints 
This obstinate folly of determining all peoples to have the same cult, the right 
one, namely of the dictating power, is well illustrated in 1 Mac 1 :43-44 about 
Antiochus IV, but Rome and its successional Antichrist represent the best historical 
candidates. Daniel 11 :28.30 emphasises this hatred against the "holy covenant" 
displayed by Antiochus. The prophecy however did not stop there. It indicated that 
these repeated trials would continue up to the t"1me of the end (11 :35). And there is no 
hint in the text (either in ch. 8, or in chs. 11-12) that the writer meant an imminent end. 
Even the opposite is true: anyone reading this prophecy about Antiochus in chapter 8 
or 11-12, gets the strong feeling of a continual delay of the end. 
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Daniel 8:25 - By his cunning he shall make deceit prosper under his hand 
The deceit here referred is probably the idolatrous worship Antiochus installed in 
Judea. This idea emphasises the other side of his character. He was not only cruel; he 
was also cunning, sharp. Many Jews converted to his pagan cult not by force 
(11 :30b.31 b, 1 Mac 1 :12-17). The same strategy was followed by Rome, and this is in 
fact, according to the NT (Jn 8:44), the complete character of the devil: liar and killer. 
and he shall be great in his heart 
This is again a luciferic feature, the root of all the evil. It is worthy of note that 
this hubris is the dominant note of the pagan, persecuting kings in Daniel. 
Nebuchadnezzar is humbled and cured by God (ch. 4), Belshazzar is not cured in time 
and he dies (ch. 5). The Roman little horn of chapter 7 is so arrogant that continues his 
claims even after the divine court was set. The "exceedingly great" horn of chapter 8 is 
depicted to rise up to heaven and beyond, to God and His Anointed Priest, and its 
"greatness" is repeatedly mentioned. In chapter 11 :36-39, this monstrous pride is 
described in incredible colours. Is this, only a cartoon drawing of Antiochus? 
he shall unawares destroy many 
The greatest bravery of this king is to attack weak and peaceful people, to rush 
on them suddenly, and kill as many as possible (see also ch. 11 :24). Just because of 
their different religion. This reminds us the Sabbath days when Antiochus fell upon the 
faithful Jews in the wilderness of their refuge (1 Mac 2:31-32). Consistent with the 
double application of this prophecy, the revelation about his unusual bloodthirst was 
still more exactly fulfilled in the Middle Ages, when strong armies were sent against 
dissenting localities and countries to wipe them from the face of the earth. Only the 
Night of St. Bartholomew of Paris, August 24, 1572 (in fact, extended to a whole month 
or more in provinces) is sufficient to identify the professional Antichrist. Antiochus was 
a modest anticipation. He was only the first representative, whom the spirit of Rome 
sent to God's people. 
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he shall even rise up against the Commander-in-chief 
See note 294 and the comments on v. 11. The expression "and he shall be great 
in his heart ... , ... against the Commander-in-chief, yet by no human hand he shall be 
broken", as an interpretation of the above mentioned verse "It exalted itself up to the 
Commander of the host, even to lift from Him the continual offering ... ". The visionary 
scene seems to evoke the classic episode of the self-exaltation of King Uzziah: "But 
when he became strong his heart was lifted up, to his destruction, for he acted 
treacherously against Yahweh his God by entering the temple of Yahweh to burn 
incense .... " (2Ch 26:16).438 
yet by no human hand he shall be broken 
It appears that Antioch us IV died in Babylon, fallen i 11 after receiving word about 
the revolt of the Jews and the restoration of their cult, according to 1 Mac 6:5-16. But 
this phrase "by no human hand" refers to the final triumph of the Stone kingdom over 
the tenfold divided kingdom of iron and clay of the last age of this world (2:34.45). 
Thus the fate of Antiochus is only a type of the post-Roman world's sudden collapse at 
the End. 
The author of Daniel is not favourable to any political and religious justice made 
by sword. This is a feature of this book the critics have yet to give account. And this is 
exactly the opposite of the character of the too long-lived horn. 
IV.3.a.1.a.5. Gabriel's final instruction: the time revelation is sealed (8: 26) 
Daniel 8:26 - and the revelation439 •••• is truth 
See note 295. The revelation, which Gabriel speaks about, is clearly that one 
about the time lapse until the end-time, until the vindication of the Sanctuary with its 
host, its daily service, its truth and its Captain Priest. It is clearly called the revelation 
about those "evenings and mornings," i.e. the 2300 days I years (see comments on 
v.14). Before leaving, the angel is ready to add about this puzzling time prophecy, in 
the style of a good pesher-maker as Daniel was (see 2:45e), that it is truth. 
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as for you, seal up this prophecy 
See note 296. The sealing may be understood as keeping safe, preserving for 
long time (cf. Jr 32: 11-15) or as keeping secret. Both meanings fit the context here, 
since it is spoken about "many days hence," and "the time of the end," and it is not 
revealed the whole truth to the Daniel. This partial revelation is rather a sign of 
authenticity, than a complete, detailed and exact revelation would be. 
This prophecy to be sealed must be basically the same as that of chapter 11-12 
that is similarly refereed: i~t;J;:t t:liiOJ t:l'i~'1;:t t:iii9 hide and seal up the book. 
fP 1ilr'1;1 until the time of the end. (as in 8:17c.19). The logical context of this 
expression defines without any doubt the kind of end, which the speaker meant. This is 
the period ushering in the last, eschatological battle - described in chap. 11 :40-45 and 
terminated in chap. 12:1 by Michael's raise to defend His people. And this is the same 
time of the end, after the 1260 days of 7:25 and 12.7, the time of judgment, 
resurrection and final reward. 
That which in chapter 8:26 is only implied, in chapter 12:4 is explicit: the book 
shall be unsealed I opened by thorough examination in the time of the end, and the 
prophetic knowledge shall increase.440 In Daniel 12:9-10, the injunction is repeated by 
Michael Himself, adding the continual need to cleanse God's people by trials, 
especially in the time of the end.441 Then He gives two more apocalyptic periods: 1290 
"days" (from the time of the replacement of the tamidto install the abomination), to the 
time of the end (implied, spoken of in 12:7), and to wait still 45 days more (in total, 
1335 "days") until a happy end, whose nature remained also undisclosed to Daniel.442 
for it refers to many days hence 
This verse refers to the time period of "[2300] evening-mornings" as ending 
"many days hence." The phrase many days, on one hand equates the evening-mornings 
to days, as it was demonstrated, and on the other hand is a common expression 
meaning for long time. As the angel in v. 17 and 19 repeatedly showed it, this 
apocalyptic period must end in the "time of the end."443 
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1.1.a.18 Reaction: The prophet's perplexity- "no understanding" (8: 27) 
Daniel 8:27 - So I, Daniel, was afflicted and laid sick for some days 
On the translation afflicted see note 297. The reaction of Daniel to the vision is 
not due to some physical weakness, as it seems at the first look. Comparing this 
experience and reaction to others, we may understand him better. The vision in chapter 
7 caused excessive distress to Daniel (v. 15.28), while the prophecy in chapter 9 stirs 
no explicit reaction. It is not binding to have such reaction to a prophetic experience. 
When Jeremiah received a beautiful revelation about the restoration of his people, 
woke up happy and optimistic Uer. 31 :23-26). When Habakkuk received the revelation 
about the punishment of the Jews by the Chaldeans, he was frightened and mournful 
and began to pray for his people (Hab 1 :6, 3:1-2.16). 
The secret was too heavy for Daniel to keep it and too frightening to be shared. 
How to tell any Jewish friend that the expected empire of Cyrus will not bring the true 
restoration? That the world, including Judea, would be trampled by the Greeks, and that 
times even worse than the Babylonian exile would come? Yet until when? "Until 
evening and morning come 2300 times!" - a sealed prophecy, that is a non-revealed 
revelation, a paradoxical blow for reason and heart, only good to make one sick. To be 
so afflicted to lay sick a couple of days because of understanding what you would not 
happen, and because of not understanding what is the most important thing (until 
b I . . h 2nd when?), is hardly a scenario invented by an o scure apocrypha writer in t e 
century B.C.E. Why this insistence on the prophet's reaction? 
then I got up and went back to my business in the king's service. 
The book is consistent throughout its chapters, presenting a Daniel who was 
always in the kings' service, in different offices. Daniel is received in the king's service 
in Daniel 1 :19, is exalted to a higher office in Daniel 2:48-49, which he declines in 
favour of his friends. Then he is still a head of the sages under Nebuchadnezzar (4:9) 
and Belshazzar (5:11 ). He is exalted as grand vizier under the now disputed king Darius 
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the Mede in Babylon (6:2-3), to the great displeasure of his colleagues. At the time of 
receiving th'1s vision of chapter 8, he is probably the head of all Babylonian sages (8:1, 
5:11 ). In the climax of his carrier of sage, the top model of all sages, Daniel is depicted 
as broken down certain days by his revelations and by his inability to completely 
understand them. Then he gets up to resume his daily duties. And the author did not 
feel any need to mention the precise nature of Daniel's office! All these sentences look 
like very serious notes in a personal journal. Or else, who wanted this story? 
I was so dismayed by this prophecy, and could not uncierstand it. 
The preceding reference to Daniel's job is completely unhelpful, within a 2"d 
century apocryphal authorship, because the writer does not take any literary advantage 
from it. He just mention it in this context of his deep affliction, to show that even when 
he was forced by his duties to get up, he was still affected, dismayed and suffered 
because he could not understand the prophecy.444 What could not understand such a 
man who is depicted as solver of all enigmata? Could he not understand what means 
Media and Persia or Yawan (Greeks)? Did he not perceive what a horn is, or what 
means East and West? The only thing that gave him headaches was that strange figure 
of 2300 days, which he has to keep it safe and sealed until the time of the end. 
IV.3.b New revelation - an answer for the puzzled prophet (ch. 9) 
1.1.a.19 Chronological and theological context. The Medo-Persian rule and 
Jeremiah's time prophecy (9:1-2) 
Daniel 9:1 - In the first year of Daryawesh son of Ahashwerosh 
For a discussion on the identity of this personage see chapter 1.1.a.3, pp.22-29. 
In spite of all difficulties about this disputed ruler, the author of Daniel presents him in 
a most natural manner. He did not need to invent this mysterious king, just for dating 
his story. He could date it, for example, in the first year of Cyrus, which is mentioned as 
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a chronological landmark of his court life (Dan 1 :21, 6:28), in connection with the 
seem·mgly short rule of this "Darius". 
The author of Daniel gives a few distinctive features of this ruler, that he was "of 
Median race," that he was 62 years old (ch. 5:31 ), and that he was made king over the 
realm of the Chaldeans (9:1 ), possibly meaning that he was given authority by another 
(See note 300). This repetition "yea, in the first year of his reign" (v.2) is peculiar to 
Daniel's style and it has the natural candour of authenticity. 
Daniel 9:2- I, Daniel, understood from the Sacred Books 
Lit. "from the books". The addition "sacred" I think is necessary to help the 
reader understand the reference to the Hebrew Holy Scriptures, as we find in the 
context (re "the prophet Jeremiah"). Usually, i!:)~ is used in the OT with the meaning of 
letter, official letter, document, and sometimes as divine book I record,445 scroll (Is 34:4) 
or a certain writing or literature (Dan 1 :4). The OT uses the term for "The Book of the 
Covenant,"446 "The Book of the Law,"447 different non-canonical books,448 or any lay 
book,449 a heavenly memorial book (Mal 3:16), the scroll of a Holy Scripture,450 a 
special document I message written by a prophet,451 and Holy Scriptures - the Book of 
Yahweh (Is 34:16). 
This is, however, the first occurrence of unqualified C'i~I? To mean Holy 
Scriptures, like the Greek Biblia ("Books"). For a Hebrew writer, this is a natural use of 
the term, so that we could not suspect a technical use. The NT has also a single 
occurrence of the equivalent cu PLPAla in 2 Tim 4:13 with the meaning The Holy 
Books I Biblical writings. 
From the first chapter of his journal of captivity, Daniel is described as a man of 
the books. No wonder that he used to study not only Babylonian letters, but the sacred 
writings of his own people. Though many other Scriptures refer to the Babylonian exile, 
Jeremiah only predicted explicitly the divine allotted time for the Captivity, the number 
of years that, according to the word of Yahweh to the prophet Jeremiah, must be 
fulfilled for the ruins of Jerusalem, namely, 70 years (9:2, Jr 25:1.11.12, 29:10). 
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Jeremiah prophesied this period exactly in the first year of Nebuchadnezzar (605 B.C.E.), 
when Daniel says his exile began (Dan 1 :1 ). The chronological connection between the 
dating of this chapter and this prophetic period cannot be incidental. When Daniel says 
he learned for sure this prophecy by reading the scroll of Jeremiah, it was the first year 
of "Darius the Mede" (v.1 ), that is the first year after the Medo-Persian conquest of 
Babylon (5:31 / 6:1 ), that is between the fall of 539 B.C.E. and the fall of 538 B.C.E., thus 
only 2 or 3 years remained until the fulfilling of the 70 years. 
To better understand the emotional state of Daniel, we should remind that the 
old classical prophecies foretold extraordinary pictures of restoration452 and he could 
read in Jeremiah 18 about the conditional way God fulfils His prophetic revelations.453 
Since no visible sign of deliverance appeared, the prophet found no reason to jubilate 
in reading the prophecy of Jeremiah. And even if his last perplexing vision had 
occurred years before, it certainly still troubled him. Daniel had all reasons to fear that 
the optimistic visions of Jeremiah and Ezekiel, about the great post exilic, final 
restoration based on a new covenant might fail,454 and his frightening visions about a 
long interim occupied by new and new kings/ kingdoms, might prove to be true, as the 
angel said (8:26). 
This is the logic of Oaniel's turning immediately to prayer, and this is also the 
reason why he attached this narrative between the visionary experience of chapter 8 
and the prayer with angelic/prophetic answer in chapter 9. These considerations are 
crucial for understanding the relationship between his non-understanding of the 
previous revelation ("until 2300", " ... many days hence," 8:14.26), his prayer's profound 
request ("do not delay ... !" 9:19) and the new revelation of Gabriel ("Now I came to 
help you understand!" 9:22, "know this and understand!" v. 25a). 
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1.1 .a.20 Liturgical context: Prayer and fast in view of the Restoration (9:3-19) 
Daniel 9:3 - Then I turned my face to the Lord God 
Daniel relates his experience of seeking God, as a special time dedicated to 
"prayer and pleas, fasting, wearing sackcloth and sitting on ashes." Since probably in 
the same year455 Daniel is reported to have been thrown in the lion's den for not willing 
to interrupt his prayer custom for 30 days, it is possible to make a reasonable 
connection between this prayer and the general theme of his prayers, at least during 
that year. We must not forget the relevant mention of his windows opened toward 
Jerusalem (6:10). 
Daniel 9: 4 - I prayed to Yahweh my God 
All believing and unbelieving scholars must certainly reread this prayer of 
Daniel. It has not at all the air of a redaction affair. Just open your mind's windows and 
kneel to read it, imaging yourself a penitent on the Yorn Kippur, ashes on your head 
etc. Such an experience that cannot cost one much time, is highly instructive regarding 
the authenticity of this prayer. It is surely written before its original flame quenched. My 
decided conclusion about its literary influences and its place in the Hebrew Bible and 
OT theology, is summarised as follows: 
1. All terms and much of the phraseology of this prayer are found in the early OT books. 
But the praying Daniel was strongly influenced by the books of Deuteronomy,456 and 
Jeremiah,457 by Psalms,458 and by the related prayer of Solomon (1 K 8:20.23.43.47).459 
There are also common language with lsaiah460 and other books. 
1. The language and the spirit of the prayer of Daniel greatly influenced the prayer of 
Nehemiah.461 
2. The liturgical structure of the prayer has deep theological lessons. It relies completely 
on God's mercy and blends in powerful emotional language confession of sins, 
acknowledgement of God's justice and covenant faithfulness, and mediatorial pleas for 
Israel. Like a priest bearing on him the people's sins, Daniel identifies himself with all 
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Israel that became guilty. In an authentic prophetic manner, each social rank, from top 
to bottom is repeatedly recognised as guilty. The whole prayer breathes the deep 
contrast between the absolute justice and faithfulness of Yahweh and the shameful 
ingratitude and continual rebellion of the chosen people. The actual request (for 
restoration) comes late in the prayer and is complete!ly based on God's mercy 
displayed in the past, when He delivered His people from Egypt on the same basis: just 
grace and mercy. 
3. The emotional temperature of this prayer is in a sensible crescendo until the old 
praying prophet expresses his deep concern and long prepared request in the cry, " ... 
and do not delay!" 
4.3.2.1 Reappearance of Gabriel during Daniel's prayer (20-22a) 
Daniel 9:20 - I was still... praying 
This is not an incidental mention. It is repeated by the angel in chapter 10:12, 
and obviously would emphasise the ideal covenant relationship with God (Is 65:24). 
Prayers of His friends are answered before they are finished, or even before they are 
expressed. 
Gabriel that man 
Daniel calls him a "man," not to ascribe him human nature. This is because 
Daniel saw him in the previous vision having a human appearance (Dan 8:15-16). In 
fact, in most instances, heavenly visitors in the OT have human appearance. This is an 
interesting aspect of the OT concept about the heavenly intelligences.462 The only 
exception is the visionary description of the C:l':::i.i;::i "Cherubs" (a kind of sphinxes, of 
spirit guardians) as composite "living creatures,''463 as bearers of the divine merkaf2.ah 
(2Sam 22:11 ). 
140 
Daniel 9:21 - whom I had seen in the vision previously 
See note 261 for the same translation in Daniel 8:1. "The vision" ]i!J;li) refers 
obviously to the vision in the previous chapter (8), as indicated by: 1 ). the use of the 
definite article (]ilJ;l:ii instead of JilJ;l:i), 2). the reference to Gabriel, the manlike being 
who appeared as angelus interpres in the previous vision, 3). the use of :i7nn:;i 
previous!y,464 and 4). the absence of any vision in chapter 9. Even the appearance of 
Gabriel is not a visionary apparition here, because the prophet is neither in ecstasy, nor 
in a dream. The narrator refers to Gabriel's advent as to a normal visit, however 
abnormal it must be. Compare with the visit of the three heavenly beings - disguised as 
three men - to Abraham in Gn 18. Interestingly, while the prophet in vision was always 
terrified of seeing angels,465 he has not the same reaction with this visit. 
The reference to the angel by name (Gabriel), and to the vision of chapter 8, 
where he appears for the first time under this name as a heavenly interpreter, is a clear 
indication that the author intended to present the visit of Gabriel with a new message, 
as directly related to the message of that vision. Thus the message Gabriel has to deliver 
is not only a general answer to his prayer, but is specifically related to "the vision," as 
Daniel's prayer itself is connected, not only to Jeremiah's prophecy of 70 years, but also 
to the previous revelation of long time till the happy end of God's people. 
approached me as sent in swift flight (or, wearied by the flight)466 
Whatever translation is preferred here, whether Gabriel was sent in swift flight, 
or he came wearied by the flight, the author wants to emphasise again the prompt 
answer of Heaven to his prayer. The angel visits him in a friendly, humane appearance; 
therefore it is not impossible to imagine the heavenly messenger as a common 
marathon courier sent to Daniel with the most urgent message, in a most tiring 
swiftness. This language has not much to do about the angels' nature; it is instructive to 
underline the importance of the message to be delivered. 
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at about the time of the evening offering 
Daniel's usual course of prayer was three times a day (6:10), and this prayer 
occurred at the time when the evening offering had been made in the Temple. In 
Levitical law this is the technical term for "grain offerings," for the grain offering 
accompanying the evening and morning burnt offering (Nu 28:3-8), and even for the 
whole burned offering, including the lamb sacrifice. It may be some connection 
between the Sanduary time (evening offering) of his prayer for Israel's forgiveness and 
restoration, and his vision about the Sanctuary with those 2300 evening-morning .... 
many days, on one hand, and the message to be delivered (where Gabriel speaks about 
Messiah's sacrificial killing to cancel all ritual offerings, on the other hand.467 
1.1.a.21 Gabriel resumes his explanation in order to answer Daniel's 
dilemma (9:22-27) 
IV.3.b.1.a.1. Calling Daniel's attention to a new time revelation - "to understand" 
(9:22b-23) 
Daniel 9:22 - He made me understand, he spoke to me and said 
The logic of the text resides in the same underlying thought about not 
understanding the previous revelation (8:27). This idea is stressed by the repetition of 
this motif (understand - did not understand! that connects Gabriel's appearance in 
chapter 8 with his reappearance in chapter 9, and the two messages respectively. It is 
edifying to schematically display the occurrence of this motif, in order to understand 
better its exegetical force: 
Revelation of the 2300 days 
(8: 14.26) 
(;abriel's first explanation 
- did not understand (8:27) 
strong negative reaction (8:27) 
Revelation of the 70 years - did understand (9:1) strong positive reaction (9:3) 
Implied: the previous revelation, Gabriel comes again to resume, reaction not mentioned 
i.e. the 2300 days to make understand (9:22) 
Implied: the 70 weeks - understand ! (9:23) reaction not mentioned 
7+62+ 1 weeks - understand ! (9:25) reaction not mentioned 
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Daniel, I have come out just now to give you insight and understanding 
See note 303 regarding the translation. The angel does not refer here to general 
understanding or wisdom, or to the understanding of the revelation he has to deliver. 
He refers directly to the previous revelation (about the cryptic period of 2300 days) that 
Daniel did not understood and perplexed him so that he lay sick. It was shown above 
that this perplexity underlies his prayer up to his final request, " ... do not delay, o Lord!" 
Daniel 9:23 - After you started pleading, a message468 was delivered to me 
Again the idea of God's quick response is stressed (see v. 20a.21 a). Gabriel 
seems to say that he chose to come himself to Daniel to announce him, "for you are 
precious to Heaven'A69 
So perceive this message and understand the revelation 
The term ;·nqr,i meaning usually vision, appearance refers here to the revelation 
I prophecy yet to be delivered by Gabriel in the following verses,470 and not to the 
previous vision (Dan 8:26a-27) or to the prophecy of Jeremiah alluded to in v.1-2, in 
spite of the appearance caused by all present translations. In this verse, the revelation 
stands in apposition with the message to be delivered. It means, understand the 
following revelation. This observation, however, does not invalidate other obvious links 
of this new oracle to the previous vision. In fact, the urging to understand the revelation 
just to be delivered is made for the very reason of helping him understand the former 
revelation, which Gabriel promised to do in v. 22. 
IV.3.b.1.a.2. The great Jubilee revelation about Messiah, a key of the previous time 
prophecy (9:24-27). 
Daniel 9:24 - A period of 70 weeks 
Con,istent with the claim that the 70 weeks is vaticinium ex eventu, the 
historical-critical scholars generally agree that they extend to the time of Antiochus. 
Consequently they attempt to make reasonable application of textual data to show them 
relevant within their theory. The following schemes and comments represent the 
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principal historical-critical attempts to solve the chronological application of the 
Danielic data. The solution of J. A. Montgomery,471 which is representative for a large 
group of scholars may be outlined as follows: 
7 0 VI/ E E K S = 4 9 0 Y E A R S 
A 7 eeks=49years B 62 weeks = 434 years Clwk=7yrsD 
? 
• ~ '--~------'---=======""-.---------------------- --- ---- ---- -· _A,,,~'=-4=8_,.,v_<ear_s __ _,B°""=~3 =-6~8-~ ve~a~r~s --~lc,_"'==~6~v~•e~ar~s-~l_I.>'. _ _ _ _ _ ___________________________ . 
586 B.C.E. 538 B.C.E. 171 B.C.E. 165 B.C.E. 
Jeremiah's word? Cyrus' edict (Honia) Onias III Temple 
murdered rededicated 
Montgomery takes Jeremiah's word of Jer 25:1-2 to be the terminus a quo of 
these 7+62+1 weeks of years. But he disregards the date offered by Jeremiah (the 1" 
year of Nebuchadnezzar = 605 B.C.E.) and posits instead the later date 586 B.C.E., when 
Jerusalem met its final disaster in the time of Zedekiah. It seems to me an inconsistent 
and arbitrary choice. Thus the 7 weeks (roughly 49 years) are made to reach the decree 
of Cyrus, and the last week would be approx. 7 years (in fact, 6 years or even less) for 
events under Antiochus, from the murder of high priest Onias 111, to the Hanukkah. The 
interval of 62 weeks (434 years between) is incredibly reduced to 368 years. Conscious 
of these inexact correspondences between the author's data and his findings, 
Montgomery surmised "a chronological miscalculation on the part of the writer," which 
is theoretically possible from an over-critical perspective, but not at all proved 472 
Another type of computations postulates parallel coverings of the specified 
periods of the 70 weeks. Maybe the most representative for this kind is that of A. 
Lacocques, which is represented below.473 
c 6 2 
605 BCE 
Jeremiah's 
word 
Exile 
587 BCE 
A 7 weeks 
w 
I 
e e 
Cyrus 
538 BCE 
B 
k s D lweek E 
171 BCE 165 BCE 
Death of 
Onias III 
Temple 
purified 
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However smart it is, si nee it seems to satisfy both the 7 weeks (49 years) and the 
62 weeks (434 years), which the text required, this solution could not find a reasonable 
answer for a different beginning of the two periods. Thus the 70 weeks (490 years), 
which must be, according to the text, 7+62 +1= 70, do not amount to more than 440 
years. No magic can transform the 440 years (that happen to contain at least one period 
of 49 years!) in a total of 490 years. This is an academic hocus-pocus. 
Some historical-critical scholars renounced any arithmetical approach to these 
weeks of Daniel, or take the position of Collins who says, "Daniel's 70 weeks of years 
is not so much a calculation of actual time as a conventional schema for a set period.474 
He sees in the 70 weeks a re-interpretation of jerem iah' s 70 years, but starts these 
weeks with Daniel's prayer, apparently contradicting his position. 
A similar non-arithmetic position is that of Goldingay, although different from 
Collins. The only period he tries to identify is the last week (from the alleged death of 
Onias Ill in 171 B.c.E. to Hanukkah 164 B.C.E.).475 
However, if some recent revisions of the Maccabean dates are considered476 (in 
favour of the dates 168-1 65 B.C.E.), the last week of years would have last only 5 years! 
While there are still some objections to add, the statement of A. Bevan fits very well 
these approaches to the "unknown periods" of Daniel 9: 
In reality, this theory is more obviously at variance with text than any other that has been 
proposed. Verses 22, 23, and 25, certainly imply that the duration of the weeks was definitely 
known; indeed, save upon this assumption, the speech of the angel would be, from beginning 
to end, a piece of elaborate mockery.477 
In view of Bevan, the revelation was intended to give Daniel understanding. 
Therefore he added, "We are therefore bound to suppose that the author of the chapter 
knew what was meant by a week, and knew from what point the 70 weeks were to be 
reckoned."478 
Concluding, the historical-critical schemata of the 70 weeks are just feeble 
attempts, though ingenious sometimes, to reset the Danielic data and force them fit the 
Maccabean thesis. Compared with the sorry, Christ-avoiding schemes above, the old 
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historicist (Protestant) diagram is bright and faith stengthening. It was proposed by 
scholars and commentators like Johann Funck (d. 1566),479 Georg Nigrinus (d. 1602),480 
Heinrich Bullinger (d. 1575),481 Jacques Cappel (d. 1624),482 Sir Isaac Newton (1642-
1 727),483 Johann Albrecht Bengel (d. 1752),484 Samuel Osgood (d. 1813),485 Archibald 
Mason (d. 1831 ),486 John Brown (1820),487 John N. Andrews (d.1883),488 and is now 
supported by conservative exegetes like Jacques Dou khan, William Shea,489 and a few 
other evangelical commentators as Henry Halley, the author of a practical handbook of 
the Bible.490 
For linguistic treatment and translation of these Danielic weeks see notes 307 
and 308. Now, if the solutions adopted by the historical-critical scholars are not 
acceptable to me, let us examine the Danielic passage in the conservative historicist 
framework. 
As we have seen up to this place, it is a continual concern of the author to link 
this new revelation of chapter 9 to the vision of chapter 8. Consistent with this concern, 
the author makes Gabriel deliver his message ex abrupto, with no other introduction 
but the attention called in verses 22-23, to resume his explanation left incomplete in 
chapter 8:26, and to answer directly Daniel's deep concern about time, i.e. the 
dilemma of those not understood, sickening 2300 days, and of those understood, 
preferred70 years. 
To grasp the deep logical continuity that was built systematically in the author's 
narrative from chapter 8:26 all through 9:24, a careful reading of Gabriel's explanation 
is first necessary, leting aside, for the time, the story about Scriptures and prayer, though 
important it is. as in the following table: 
Gabriel's explanation begins 8:17"Understand, son of Adam, that the vision points to the time 
- re time - of the end." 
Gabriel's explanation stops incomplete 8:26 " ... And the revelation about tl10se [2300]'evenings and 
- re time - mornings' is truth. (As for you, seal up this prophecy, for it refers to 
Gabriel's explanation resumed with an 
many days hence)." 
abrupt introduction - re time- 9:24 "A period of 70 weeks is cut off thence for your people and 
your holy city, until ..... " 
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S. Talman suggests that this period of 490 years is modelled after the time of the 
Egyptian enslavement and of Ezekiel's dramatic prophecy representing a total of 430 
years of Israel and Judah.491 But Talmon's idea falls quite short by 50 years when 
compared with the Danielic schema, so it is not convincing. The 70 weeks are certainly 
patterned after the law of jubilee in Leviticus 25:8 and the Jeremiah's prophecy. It is a 
symbolic and eloquent multiplication of both, by 10 and respectively by 7, as in 
Lemech's saying ("Kain ... avenged 7 times, and Lemech, 70 times 7," Gn 4:24), which 
Jesus of the Gospels applied to the opposite idea of forgiving: "I do not say to forgive 7 
times, but 70 times 7" (Mt 18:22). Both types, the legal (jubilee) and the historical (the 
new exodus from Babylon), mean liberation and restoration after slavery, captivity and 
exile. 
If one would search for an exact historical pattern for the 490 years, then the 
time from the call of Moses to the Solomon's Temple is the most significant. According 
to 1 K 6:1 (NRS), from Exodus to the foundation of the first temple have elapsed 480 
years. And the whole duration of the works lasted 7 years (1 K 7:1, 6:37-38, 9:10). If we 
assume a short period (2/3 years) from the call of Moses recorded in Exodus 3, to 
Israel's exodus out of Egypt, as a necessary time for the events described in Ex 3-12,492 
then 483 years lasted from the call of Moses to the foundation of Solomon's temple, to 
which we add the 7 years of the building works and so the total is 490 years to the 
finishing of The first Temple. 
This historical pattern, which I did not find discussed in any commentary, fits 
better the prophecy of Daniel in most details and I am inclined to see it as a historical 
type with strong Messianic overtones. Compare the striking parallel of the two periods: 
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The scheme above is based on an early date of the Exodus (1445 s.c.E.) under the 
Pharaoh Amenhotep II, the only date that matches the record of 1 K 6:1. While dates are 
approximate, they are nonetheless telling. Three years before Exodus are supposed to 
be the approximate necessary time from the majestic theophany and the call of Moses. 
The time elapsed to the relative end of the conquest under Joshua is calculated as 
3+40+6, where the 40 years represent the time of Israel's nomadism in Sinai (Nu 14:34) 
and the 6 years is the period of the conquest under Joshua and Caleb.493 The reference 
to the rejected stone that later became a stone of destiny, the cornerstone, seems to be 
an incident occurred during the building of the Temple, which is not recorded, but only 
referred as a Messianic type (Ps 118:24, Is 8:13-15, 28:16) and it is applied in the NT to 
Jesus' rejection by His people (AA 4:11, 1 Pt 2:6, Eph 1 :22, Phip 2:6-11 ).494 This is the 
great scandal announced in Danie/(9:26) and so accurately foreseen by Isaiah (52:13-
53:12), which was fulfilled in a unique way in Jesus of Nazareth. The time lapse from 
Exodus to the climax of Israel's history, the reign of Solomon, is thus compared with 
another time lapse, from the new Exodus (of Babylon) to the true Son of David, which is 
seen as Servant and King, Sacrifice and High Priest, Builder, Temple and Cornerstone 
(Is 8:14, Zee 3:8-9, 6:11-15, Jn 2:19-22). As it was shown above, there are strong ties 
between the dedication prayer of Solomon and the prayer of Daniel for restoration. And 
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the last week of the new covenant, the years of the Church's formation in Judea have 
strong reference to the significance and typology of the Temple. 
is cut off thence495 
The passive ltlr;tl. is a hapax, a Niphcal form of the verb lt11J, possibly an 
Aramaic loanword. Its basic meaning is fully attested in different sources, as well as in 
related words of Semito-Hamitic origin. While LXX render it as ilipt0!]0IW ("are 
determined"), from Kplvw ("to separate I sever," "decide," "judge," "punish," et. al.), 
and Theodoret comments, ouvnµ~0T]ocw, &vn wu, E1ioKLµao0T]OIW, KUL EKple!]v.xv· 
ou-rw yup -rLvE~ -rwv EpµT]VEUTwv EK1iE1iWKUOLV (were cut off, standing for were 
approved and determined; for some of the interpreters rendered in this manner).496 
Theodotion, usually more scrupulous, translates it as ouvHµ~0!]ouv ("are cut short 
[from]"), followed by Jerome (adbreviatae sunt- "are cut off [from]"). 
The root 1rin is found also in Akkadian (hatakum - "entscheiden"= cut off, 
sever).497 In Arabic, hataka ("zerreissen"= cut up, dismember) keeps the same basic 
idea.498 In Egyptian are found two similar roots (hsq - to cut off, sever, separate, set 
apart; and hsk - to cut, sever, dismember).499 It is interesting to observe the pervasive 
character of this primitive root in other related African languages.500 Whereas this 
occurrence of 1rin in Daniel is unique in the OT, the root is well attested in the later 
Hebrew and Judea-Aramaic writings. Kohler-Baumgartner Lexikon gives for it the 
meanings cut off and decide.501 The two meanings are close related. And this 
phenomenon of deriving an abstract meaning out of a concrete image is well attested 
with other roots and terms.502 And note the survival of this basic meaning through the 
medieval Jewish Hebrew and Aramaic, up to this time. 
Thus, ltlr;tl. is rendered as to be cut off, or be decided, the latter meaning being 
preferred by the lexicographer for this singular Biblical occurrence. Now, what are the 
criteria that any exegete shou Id consider, to decide between the basic, concrete 
meaning of the term, and the derived, abstract meaning? Especially those holding to a 
61h century BC origin of the book should be more careful to express the oldest, basic 
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meaning. This concrete meaning is so powerful, that after centuries, in the Talmudic 
Hebrew or Aramaic, and even in the Modern Hebrew, is preserved. Theodotion and 
Jerome chose the same concrete meaning, to sever, to cut oft; to deduct. While this root 
expresses sometimes, in later Hebrew only, the meanings to utter, decide, determine, 
the author Daniel (or Gabriel himself, why not?) uses rather the verb fiii in the given 
context (v. 25.26.27, cf. Dan 11 :36), to express the idea of decision, and elsewhere he 
uses the verb ;-tlO (in Hebrew as in Aramaic, chapters 1:10, 5:25-26), when he wants to 
express the idea of assign, apportion, determine, count, which would fit very well here, 
if he intended to say that. He could also use ill, which is a synonym, used in both his 
languages, and had got already the abstract meaning of decide (see Est 2:1 ::1'~J? ipl, 
and Dan 2:27.34, 4:4.14.21). But, if the speaker wanted really to give further 
explanation to Daniel on that mysterious revelation of a longer period in the preceding 
vision, he chose a special term to mean that the "70 weeks" are severed from the "2300 
evening-mornings". This is confirmed by the use of the verb in singular, to stress the 
unitary nature of the "70 weeks," and by the ex abrupto approach of the angel to the 
subject itself, resuming actually, in this verse, his explanation after the interruption 
made in chapter 8:26. 503 
Thus, this time connection implies that the 70 weeks are deducted, severed, cut 
off from the longer period of 2300 days, as a tailor would cut out a piece of material 
from a longer fabric roll. In other words, the angel gives here a clue to understand the 
real beginning of the long period (2300 days); i.e. both periods have the same starting 
point. 
/ yea._rs 
See the comments on chapter 8:13 (pp. 116-117) about the lacking terminus a 
quo of the 2300 days and the only stress on the terminus ad quem ("Until when?"). 
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The German Reformed pastor Johann P. Petri (1718-1792), who was ministering 
near Frankfurt am Main, was the first to begin the 70 weeks of years and the 2300 years 
synchronously. Before him, John Tillinghast (1654) had advocated in England that the 
70 weeks were a lesser period within the greater one of 2300 days, but curiously he 
had not begun them synchronously.504 Petri published his finding in 1768 but it was not 
immediately followed. Though the historical dates he used were not so exact as we 
may find today, and the expected event occurring at the final term (the Second Advent 
of Jesus) was wrong, his observation nevertheless opened a way of destiny for the 
exegesis of this apocalyptic time. To him, and to a host of evangelical exegetes who 
followed him, (especially in the first half of the 19'" century), the 70 weeks were the key 
that unlocked the timing of the 2300 years.505 
The following table indicates the logical connections that Daniel and angelus 
interpres made between the vision of the 2300 days and the revelation of the 70 weeks, 
using suggestive key terms. 
Vision o Daniel 8 
i1~"]1PD-n~ r?D? p:;r (v.16) 
r:::i~ r~ (v. 27) 
Prophecy of Danie 9 
'~ll 1::r:r1 P~l (v. 22) 
i1t:;i '9'?':!i(f!D'( 'l'.'1N;;; i1t;'~ 
A. Vision o the ram an the he-goat (v. 2-
12). 
D'. 2 REACTION. Danie understands 
from the Books a shorter ,time for the 
final restoration (v. 1-2). / 
... / 
PRAYER: "Do not di}!£~!" (v. 3-20) B. R.evelatiodn of ~he,;7J_o13o_ 1)?7. ~---~JR'.'._ .... - ·- ____ // evenings an mornmgs~i!;'· - ... 
C. First apparition of da~;i.el, "on~Jike ..... a_ .C'. .... ~'.Gabriel,.th·~~-manJDaniel] saw in 
man". (v. 15-18) \ ···.... the precedi9g vision," comes again (v. 
' ··.. 21). / 
A'. Explanation of the viJfon A (v. f '}:;.. ,,/ 
B'. i['J;:J1 Ji/);:? ;,~!~ (the revelati:·~"Qf B" / 'el was sent to explain the 
the 2300 days) remains unexplained· "viSion," and he emphatically cautions 
("sealed").4, It is nevertheless TRUE, ·paniel to understand (what remained 
extending for long time 0':11 0'~: (v. 26) , ·u~_xplain"._cl,.-i:€. the 2300 days) v. 21-
, ,. 23 ·. . / / ./·· /~/-~ /:·;<:.~:/ 
/ 1::_./' B'". A .it period of 70 weeks is 
: _,/ DEDUCTED '1tinJ thereof, till the 
D. 1
51 
RfaACTION: Daniel puz~Jl'!ck·~·· messianic events. This time is divided 
i':l~ 11'~1 ,,There wa.!i-. .fl6ne to make me into 7+62+1 weeks, starting from a 
understand" [the "v~on" of the 2300 days] "word to restore and rebuild 
(v. 27). Jerusalem" (v. 24-27). 
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The number 70 weeks, i.e. 70 x 7 days I years, is in itself symbolic and 
meaningful. First, it is linked in the context of this chapter, to the 70 years of captivity. 
As if say, the true captivity will end when Messiah comes. But the number has still 
more to speak. It is really a great period of jubilee to the restoration Messiah had to do, 
and Jesus proclaimed He did.506 
for your people and your holy city 
Gabriel is saying that the period of 70 weeks (490 days I years) was cut out from 
the 2300 days I years as a new, special alotted time for the Jews, until the fulfilment of 
their highest expectations. This is a direct response to both Daniel's prayer (v. 16-19) 
and his perplexities. From his perspective, the prophecy could not become much 
clearer, but the details he wrote down and "sealed" prove helpful for those living in the 
time of the end. 
until the confining of the rebellion, until the sealing of all sins 
For the reason of this translation see notes 310-311. 
lltP!:l:J 
niN~n 
' -
N'?::i? 
c:in~?1 
= until the confinement of the rebellion, 
= until the sealing of sins, 
To confine or close up the rebellion and I or seal the sins is a less known, 
biblical metaphor. Here are a few examples for comparison: 
Zee 5:8 
Job 14:17 
Dt 32:34 
:illtliiil nNr i~N;i 
il~'~:;i ,;n-·i,~· cir;~ ,S9:i 
:;i's-'?~ rr;i!lil:;i p.wn~ l?lli:J 
'lltliiii ;;;~:i c:inn 
• : • : • "- T 
'l1~ - "~ '?tl~J:IJ 
'i~ll o~::i N1in6;i 
. ' . -,, T -; 
And he said, "This is Wickedness." 
So he thrust her back into the basket, 
and pressed the leaden weight down on its mouth. 
(i.e. confined) 
my rebellious sin is sealed in a bag,, 
and You have sewn my wrongdoing. 
Is not this* laid up in store with Me, 
sealed up in my treasuries? 
[He shall make atonement I expiate, v.43] 
*(i.e. Israel's sin, see the context, Dt 32:1-43) 
This is a forcefully expressive metaphor of God's dealing with Israel's sin, and it 
is more comprehensive, going beyond the meaning of the usual translation to reach the 
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full measure I ending of the sin. The sin is here seen like Rebellion (personified) to be 
confined in view of the Judgment day, or like a legal deed (bound and sealed) for the 
same purpose, if we take both phrases as synonym. But we may take them as 
complementary, and thus we could imagine Israel's transgression like in Zechariah's 
vision (ch. 5:8) - first confined, then sealed up - or like any other important thing I 
person closed and sealed.507 The theological meaning of this image has not received 
the whole attention deserved; though when understood in the context of the following 
lines, it must have messianic application. 
until the expiation508 of any iniquity 
The sacrificial system of the Mosaic Law had to be fulfilled in the great expiatory 
sacrifice of the Servant of Yahweh (Is 53 :4-1 2). 
The three terms in this verse are the most common names for the sin. If they are 
all used, a complete and diverse manifestation of the sin is meant.509 Each of their basic 
(etymological) sense suggests a fine distinction of meaning. For example, llW~ is the sin 
as rebellion against God's suzerainty, act of independence, violation or breaking of 
God's covenant (cf.1 K 12:19). n~~i::t is the sin as wrong use of our free will, abuse of 
moral freedom, erroneous choice, missing the right or omitting it Uob 5:24, Pr 19:2 
NRS). )it' is the sin as moral perversion, opposing justice I righteousness I law I right (Pr 
12:8). Consequently, llW~ is sin against a personal and sovereign God, n~~i::t 1s s1n 
against our own reason and conscience (as God given, spiritual image), and )it' 1s s1n 
against the universal right - the revealed law of God. 
until the bringing in the eternal righteousness 
OT prophecies agree on the fact that the kingdom of justice I righteousness is the 
Kingdom of Messiah, the Kingdom of God.510 An everlasting righteousness might be 
also a deed or an attitude that is considered righteous by God and worthy of mention 
forever, throughout generations.511 Christianity is founded on this concept of 
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redemption, i.e. sacrificial, vicarious atonement for unrighteousness in order to bring 
instead everlasting righteousness. 512 
until the sealing of both prophecies and prophets513 
NRS is right in translating the phrase "to seal both vision and prophet" (my 
underlining). This may be understood as an attestation or authentication of all prophetic 
revelation. Especially when the period of 70 weeks leading to the great Messianic 
jubilee of forgiving and restoration is viewed as being part of the long period, as it was 
shown above, the historical fulfilment of these events is for the believer a guarantee of 
fulfilment of all that remained to happen after the end of 2300 days, when the cleansing 
I vindication of the Sanctuary is scheduled. 
The chiastic structure of these six lines deserves all our attention. They are 
helpful for translation and for understanding the theological meaning of the prophecy. 
William Shea has already observed this poetic structure of v. 24.514 He emphasises the 
thematic relevance of the chiastic centre (C - C1), where the removal of iniquity by 
atonement brings in eternal righteousness (note that 11~ and p:i~ are the best 
antonyms for one another) then he shows the verbal I ink between the Ii nes B - B 1 (both 
lines have the same verb t:iMn~1). Lines A and A 1 share the contrast between the first 
three lines (bicola) and the next three lines (tricola), the first one being the initiation of 
the subject, and the last one being the conclusion of the subject. 
JJiLiEl:-1 N'?:h 
- ·- - - . 
1W 1!:l~~, 
t:l'~'{!l p)~ N':;l::t~1 
N'::i~1 1111:1 cnry~1 
C'~'Ji? iLi'.1~ l}ili~'?1 
A 
B 
c 
ci 
Bt 
At 
Number of 
Hebrew 
words 
2 until the confinement of the rebellious sin, 
2 until the sealing of all misdeeds. 
2 until the expiation of any iniquity, 
3 until the bringing in eternal righteousness, 
3 until the sealing of any vision and prophet, 
3 until the anointing of a Sanctuary. 
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The 70 weeks for the Jews, according to the lines above, should lead to the 
highest spiritual expectations and surprises, regarding both the culmination of God's 
grace for Israel and the culmination of Israel's disgrace for the way God displayed His 
true, everlasting righteousness. For the casual reader or the punctilious scholar, it is 
obvious the intent of the speaker in these lines. The sense of final solution for the 
problem of universal sin, pointing to God's true Sanctuary has lsaianic and Messianic 
overtones and appears as a fulfilment of the typological, ritual system of the earthly 
Sanctuary. 
until the anointing of the most holy sacrificial system 
The prophetic expression of Daniel 9:24, Cl'tD/i? t!iJp l}tzi~'(1 means literally, and 
[up] to the anointing of a most holy thing. The phrase tl'tD/i? t!iJp is a periphrastic 
superlative from t!iJp holiness, sacredness, holy I hollowed I sacred I consecrated thing 
and from its plural tl'tP/i?· The following table will be helpful to understand the 
pragmatic use of these terms related to the Sanctuary service and finally to have the 
best idea for the Danielic expression. 
tl'tD/i? t!iJp tl 'tD/i? ;:i t!i:;tp t!i:;tp <t!i:;tp :}) 
a most holy thing. act, place the most holy thing (s) (the) holy thing 
lCh 23:13, any thing Nt.m4:4.19, the most holy thing(s) I Lev 12:4 any sacred thing I time 
consecrated by priestly ministry: place (s) of the Sanctuary: I place I person: 
Ex 29:37, Ex 30: 28 (1he altar of 
sacrifices and all its utensils). 
Lev 6: 18-22/25-29, 7:1-6, Num 6:20 (1he Nazirite's offering). 
10:12.17, 14:13 (any sin I guilt/ 
cleansing offering sacrificed in 1he 
place for 1he continual holocaust). 
Ex 30:8.10 (the golden altar for 
incense), 
Ex 30: 35-37 (1he incense). Ex 30:35-37 (1he incense) 
Lev 6:10117 (1he unleavened bread Num 18:9-10 (parts offue sacrifices Lev 22:10.14 (1he sacred food 1hat 
for 1he priest), Lev 2:3.10, Num 1hat were not burnt offerings, eaten by 1he priest only and his household 
18:9 (what was left from the 1he priests (males) only. Ezra 2:63, could eat), Ex 29:33-36 (1he meat 
offerings for priests to eat), Lev Neh 7:65 (1he grain I sin I or guilt and bread left from the priestly 
24:9, (1he bread of 1he presence). offering, belonging to 1he priests), Ez consecration offering), Lev 23:20 
42:13 (pl: tl't!iipi1 't!iip). (1he first fruits and 1he 2 lambs of 
· ' ' - .. ' ' Pentecost), Lev 27:30.32 (any 
tifue). 
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Ez 45: 1-5, 48 10-12 (area of tile land 
consecrated to tile Temple I priests I 
Lord). Ez 43:12 (whole area of the 
new temple on tile mountain) 
Lev 27:28 any herem- vow (in 
lields, animals, persons) 
Ex 30:25. 29-32 (the sacred 
oinnnent). 
Ez 45:1-5 (area of the land 
consecrated to the Temple I priests I 
Lord), Ex 40: 9 (God's earthly 
dwelling, the Sanctuary). 
Ex 26: 3 3 (tile first apartment of tile 
Sanctuary, The Holy Place; 
sometimes is difficult to distinguish 
between reference to Sanctuary, in 
general, and reference to tile Holy 
Place). !Ki 8:8 (tile place in front of 
tile i':J.'1. th£ Inner Sanctuary). 
The second (inner) apartment of Ex 29:30, Lev 16:2.17.20.23, cf. Heb 
tile Sanctuary, The Most Holy 
Place (Ex 26:33-34, Nmn 
4:4.19, 7:50, 8:6, !Ki 8:6, !Ch 
6:34, 2Ch 3:8-10, 4:22, 5:7, Ez 
41:4). 
8:2, 9:2-3.8.12.25, 10:19, Nmn 4:16 
(tile second aparnnent of the 
Sanctuary, The Most Holy Place -
when it stands in conjunctioo with 
J;it!i~." '?;i~ tabernacle, as The 
Holy Place, especially in tile Y om 
Kippur terminology) 
= t!ijp;::t tli'Ji?~ Lev 16:33 
Any tiling vowed or consecrated. Lev 
19:24 (the fruits from the 4th year left 
on tile trees), Lev 27 :21 (tile field 
during tile jubilee), Lev 27:23 (tile 
price of certain tilings whom the 
priest reckoned as against tile jubilee), 
Lev 27:9-10.33 (tilings or animals 
that could not be substituted), Lev 
27:14 (a house conse<.Tated to God 
and assessed by the priest). 
Ex 31: 14.15, 35:2 (the Sabbath day) 
Lev 25: 12 (tile 50th year, jubilee) 
Ex 30:31, Ex 37:29 (the sacred oil) 
Lev 21:6 (tile priest who shares in tile 
altar's sacrifices), Ex 28:36-68 (tile 
hi oh oriest as sin-bearer). 
We may see from this table that the phrase C'tli";ti?IDl t!ijp was used in 
reference to anything God said it is most holy, such as were the sacred objects, places 
and rites of the Sanctuary: altars, utensils, sacrifices, bread, vows, the second apartment 
of the Sanctuary (the Most Holy Place), and the whole site of the eschatological 
Temple. Much of the same objects, rites, places, are also named, simply, t!i:;tp [DJ holy, 
sacred thing, but the latter is also used for holy days, times, seasons, persons (priests). 
Nowhere is the phrase C't!i";ti?[V] t!i:;tp applied to persons, therefore Jerome's 
translation (et unguatur sandus sanctorum), possibly following the LXX, whose 
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ambiguity allowed such understanding, followed by some old translations, KJV, ORB, 
LSG et. al. to anoint the Most Holy [One}, is not reliable in this instance. The author 
should have written Cl'ttiiip[0] lliiip if he intended to refer to a person. 
The best understanding of this phrase in Daniel 9:24 is grasped when one 
considers the whole expression (including the preceding verb): Cl'lli":ti? ID)[' nilif?~ to 
anoint a most holy thing, or, to anoint some thing to become most holy. And this 
expression has a unique usage in the Bible, in those places only where it deals with the 
first consecration of the Sanctuary ceremonial system. Never was anointed another 
Sanctuary or Temple in Israel: 
Ex 40: 9 
cf. 30:26 
l~lli~0 n~ i;ir;rw~i :ir;i~~0 i~w-n~ i;inp?1 
i'?:i-i,~-n~1 inN l;lt!'Ji?1 i::i-iw~-i,:rn~1 
llijp ;,;~1 
Then you shall take the anointing oil. 
and anoint the tabernacle and all that 
is in it, and consecrare it and all its 
furniture, so that it shall become holy. 
The anointing of the priests was included in the same rite of Sanctuary 
dedication.515 The anointed high priest only could make atonement on Yorn Kippur (Lv 
16:32). The high priest was in charge with the holy oil (Nu 4:16). The anointed high 
priest owned so sacred position that he could not go out of his Sanctuary task, not 
even to attend his parents' funeral (Lv 21 :12). 
Lev 8:10 
Num 7:1 
Ex 29:36 
Ex 40:10 
n~1?~1 :-llJ~Q:i ww-n~ ;;wo np~1 
OJ;1N lliJit1 i::i-iw~-l:i:;i-n~i i:;ii;ir.ici-n~ 
1:;i9r.i;:i-n~ c•p;;i? ;;90 nil:i;i ci•:. ·•n 
i•?::i-l:i:;i-n~1 inK lli"li?::i inK n~1?~1 
l:lJ;IK lli"li?'1 l:llJ~!:i'i i•?;i-l:i:;i-n~i IJ:l\OIJ-mti 
J;IK~r11 l:l'i;i::i::ri:ilJ l:li'~ :-ti!l)!l'I MKl;llJ i\;)1 
illl"l[?~ inK l;ll/~91 i·?~ 'ti\l;i;i o;nr.i;:i-i:iii 
1'l:i:i-l:i::i-nK1 ;;l:iim n:.11rnK 1'1n!llr.i1 
,. .. r ·.·: ,. ,. -:· ·.· r•-• 
O't!i:ti? ILiJi' o::in~v :i:~1 o::iv~v-n~ 
l;l~Jp) 
Moses ... anoinred the tabernacle, and all 
that is in it, and sanctified them 
When Moses finished to set up the 
tabernacle, he anointed it, and sanctified 
it, including all its utensils, the altar, and 
all its utensils, he anointed them. and 
sanctified them. (also Ex 40:9.11, Lev 8: 10, 
Every day you shall offer a bull as a sin 
offering for atonement. You shall offer a 
sin qffering for the altar, when you make 
atonement for it, and shall anoint i~ to 
consecrate it. 
You shall also anoint the altar of burnt 
offering and all its utensils, and 
consecrate the altar, so that the altar shall 
be most holy. 
Concluding, we may see in the phrase C:l'lli':ti? lli)p nilif?i, a Sanctuary system 
dedication, with all its furniture and utensils, because the Sanctuary and a lot of things 
related to it are called most holy. We may include a priesthood dedication (anointing), 
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for though priests are never called most holy, their anointing occurred with the 
Sanctuary's first dedication. Moreover, we have the Messiah (The Anoint and the Holy 
One par exellence) in this context, Whose anointing is attested by the NT.516 
The most direct and precise application of the phrase above is in Ex 40 10, 
where the altar of sacrifices, anointed in the same time with the Sanctuary, is expressly 
called most holy. The altar was the centre of all ceremonial system. Gabriel's words do 
not specify which is to be anointed and made most holy, but these OT use of this 
expression was sufficient for a Jew to understand all its Sanctuary force, as a promise of 
a new altar and sanctuary dedication, related to Messiah, the Sacrifice and Priest. It is 
worthy of notice that the first Sanctuary (the tabernacle) only, was dedicated by 
anointing. The Temple was not dedicated by holy ointment, but through blood only. 
This would mean that the first and second temples werEo: considered as pragmatic forms 
of perpetuation of the tabernacle's Sanctuary system. Presence of the atonement for 
iniquity in the preceding phrases, and of Messiah being "cut off" in v.26 are strong 
evidence toward this conclusion. The NT builds on this language, especially in Hebrew 
and Revelation, where the image of a better, true, heavenly Sanctuary of Jesus Christ is 
reflected as a new covenant concept of atonement and judgment.517 
This understanding is closely related to the cryptic formula of Daniel 8:14 where 
the Sanctuary is said to be cleansed I vindicated at the end of 2300 days. And we need 
to remember that in Daniel 8:11 c, the Hebrew phrase used for the Sanctuary applies 
both to the celestial abode of God and to its earthly reflection (see comments on p. 
112), like the prophecy about the pretty too long horn applies to both Antiochus and 
his spiritual posterity (especially Rome of the Caesars and of the pontiffs). The anointing 
of a different Sanctuary system announced in this prophecy is paralleled to Messiah's 
death and covenant for many (see comments on v. 26.27) and to the alienation and 
destruction of the Jewish Sanctuary and City. All these must be related somehow to the 
end of the 70 weeks allotted to the Jews. 
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Daniel 9:25 - Know this and understand it 
Daniel and Gabriel use obsessively the root r:::i or equivalents in chapters 8-9, 
especially when they mean time mysteries. See comments on 8:27c, 9:22.23. 
from the issuing of a decree to restore and rebuild Jerusalem 
Concerning reasons for this translation, see notes 315-316. Re the word I decree 
here in view, some scholars, especially those who cannot accept the 70 weeks span 
beyond Antiochus' epoch, prefer a translation based on the word of YHWH to Jeremiah 
spoken of in v. 2, a clear reference to Jer 25:1.11. Smart proposal is it, but God's 
resolution in Jeremiah 25 is not first a promise of restoration, but a doom of desolation 
and captivity. A restoration is certainly implied there, as Daniel perceived, but it is not 
the main thrust of that word Since the actual dating and pace of that restoration 
suggested by the time-limited doom message of Jeremiah was a conditional prophecy 
(cf. Jer 18:6-11) as Daniel did not fail to understand - the content of his prayer and his 
knowledge of Jeremiah's oracles are best witnesses -, the prophesied end of captivity 
cou Id not mean but the royal decree of restoration, which was expected from Cyrus (cf. 
Is 44:28, 45:13-14). If Cyrus completely fulfilled this prophecy, as expected, is another 
interesting question and it is a real challenge for the scholars who hold to a late 
(Persian) date of ["Deutero-"] Isaiah's prophecy. It is also a challenge for fundamentalist 
scholars who do not accept any conditional prophecy that might have not been 
fulfilled. 
The term restore is acceptable here in the sense indicated at point 5 of the entry 
restore in Webster's Encyclopedic Unabridged Dictionary: "5. to give back; make 
return or restitution of (anything taken away or lost)." 
This decree of restoration and rebuilding the postexilic Jerusalem cannot be the 
decree of Cyrus (Ezra 1, c. §38-536 B.C.E.) or that of Darius the Persian (Ezra 4:1-5.24, 
ch. 5-6, c. 519 B.C.E.), since they deal only with limited rights related to the Temple's 
rebuilding after the first caravan of repatriate Jews returned in Judea to settle there. The 
only imperial words that remain are those of Artaxerxes I in his 7•h (457 B.C.E.) and 2o•h 
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years (444 B.c.E.), to which the journal of Ezra and Nehemiah testifies (Ezra 7:8-26, Ne 
2:1-9). 518 Many fundamentalist-futurist commentaries today prefer the 20th year of 
Artaxerxes, because the letter handled to Nehemiah deals explicitly with the walls of 
Jerusalem. The usual futurist schema looks like the following: 519 
7 0 W E E K S = 4 9 0 
A LONG GAP 
69 weeks = 476 years PARENTHESIS 
Al \Bl 
44514 BC AD 32/33 
20'" year of Artaxerxes Triumphal entry 
of Jesus in Jerusalem 
Y E A R S 
future, apocalyptic time. 
beginning with an 
invisible Advent of 
: Christ and rapture of the 
: Church 
i the 70"' week 
? 7 years ? 
Antichrist Second 
Covenant Advent 
But this is a superficial choice, because there is important evidence that Jews had 
began the work of rebuilding the city walls before Nehemiah. Nehemiah was 
concerned with recent destruction of the wall, not with the first destruction under 
Nebuchadnezzar, more than 130 years before (Ne 1 :1-4). And the journal of Ezra 
actually mentions the beginning of rebuilding of the city early in the reign of Artaxerxes 
(Ezra 4:9-23, see especially vs.12.21-23). It is most likely that the beginning of this work 
was done on the basis of the first decree of Artaxerxes in his 7th year (457 B.C.E.), and 
then cancelled after a subsequent order of the versatile King Artaxerxes, because of the 
governors' intrigue and probably because of the political context. A number of 
elements help us evaluate the evidence: 
1. Ezra included in his book a copy of the decree of the 7'h year of Artaxerxes (457 
B.C.E.), which is the largest in size, content and spirit, compared with the previous 
decrees of Cyrus the Great and Darius Hystaspes (Ezra 1 :2-4, 6:3-12, 7:12-26). This 
decree deals also with the service and renovations of the temple, but it gives the Jews 
actually a higher political status, restoring to them juridical (religious and civil) 
autonomy under the Persian suzerainty (v.24-26). Ezra was authorised to appoint 
magistrates and teachers of the Law, and establish the Jewish City courts with full 
autonomy to punish the lawbreakers. This was more than just rebuilding a city wall. 
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Ezra was explicitly given freedom to do anything he thought right within the limits and 
in the spirit of this decree (v.18). 
2. While the rebuilding of cities is not specifically mentioned in Artaxerxes' decree, 
nevertheless, Ezra relates about a first rebuilding of the city under Artaxerxes (Ezra 4:7-
12).520 This must be Artaxerxes I, because it is mentioned immediately after Cyrus, 
Darius and Xerxes (4:3-6). Since this rebuilding was countermanded by the king and 
stopped violently by the governors of the province (who likely destroyed the work), it is 
reasonable that it happened before the first term of governorship of Nehemiah, because 
Nehemiah received word of a relatively recent devastation of Jerusalem's gates and 
walls, and because the authorisation of Nehemiah fills the implicate provision of 
Artaxerxes to give a later, special authorisation for rebuilding (Ezra 4:21 ). 
3. That the rebuilding of the city in Ezra 4 could not be that undertaken by Nehemiah, 
is clear from v. 12, where the complaining governors refer in their letter, only to the 
Jews who came under Artaxerxes (see Ezra 7:7, 8:1-36), whereas Nehemiah was not 
accompanied by a group of repatriates. 
4. It is highly improbable that the Jews would have begun to rebuild the city without 
imperial permission. Postexilic authors Hagai, Ezra and Nehemiah describe them quite 
fearfu I and not ready to achieve the prophetic tasks of a complete restoration. It is hard 
to believe that such people would have run the immense political risk of building 
without authorisation, in times when this could mean death penalty. 
5. Artaxerxes' order to cancel the work of rebuilding reveals his complicity with the 
Jews, because he did not punished them at all, and even left open the possibility to 
reconsider this measure in the future (Ezra 4:21-22), whereas the local governors 
employed the Artaxerxes' counter-order to use violence against the builders. 
Owusu-Antwi makes a strong case for the Artaxexes' decree of 457 B.C.E. and 
against the late authorisation given to Nehemiah (444 B.C.E.) to go and rebuild the 
City. 521 His is probably the most convincing work on the chronology of Daniel 9:24-27. 
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to MESSIAH the RULER 
BDBG (603) gives as special meaning of D'llit? in Daniel 9:25-26: Messianic 
Prince, according to Briggs (Messianic Prophecy), then refers to others who shuffled in 
v. 25 Cyrus the Great or the high priest Joshua, and in v.26, the Syrian king Seleucus IV 
or the high priest Onias Ill. This is a serious challenge for any Christian scholar, 
because it is the only place in the OT to refer directly to the Eschatological Saviour. To 
meet it, I propose a number of reasons, which can substantiate the traditional Christian 
exegesis. For a large linguistic analysis of this title, see notes 317-318. The weight of 
evidence points to the Great Messiah expected by Jews, and not to a commonly 
anointed priest or king, in spite of so much ink wasted to prove the opposite.522 
there will be 7 weeks plus523 62 weeks. 
The pragmatic test of this revelation of Gabriel is to reckon 7 + 62 = 69 weeks 
(483 years) from the first decree of Artaxerxes I (45 7 B.c.E.) to Messiah the Ruler. The 
period points not to His birth, but to His official anointing as the Divine King-Priest. 
According to the Jewish Law and custom, the age of 30 was considered the full maturity 
to occupy a public office (Nu 4:3.23.30.35.39.43.47, 1 Ch 23:3). Biblical writers 
specifically indicated that Joseph entered his high office when was 30 years old (Gn 
41 :46), and the same minimum, ideal age is given for Saul (1S13:1) and David (2S 5:4). 
NT specifies the age of accession to office for Jesus only, Kat m'not; ~v 'IT]ooiit; 
&pzoµEvo~ woEt hwv TpcaKovTa, Jesus was about thirty years old when he began his 
work. (Lk 3:23 NRS, underlines mine). This mention of Luke who claims to have done 
detailed search in view of writing his Gospel (Lk 1 :3-4), is made in the context of Jesus' 
Baptism, described as accompanied by majestic signs, proclaimed Messiah by God 
Himself and by John the Baptist (Lk 3:1-2, Jn 1 :29-36). NT emphasises this thought that 
Jesus at His Baptism (signifying His undertaking the vicarious death and resurrection as 
Representative of all humans, Rm 6:3-10) was anointed with the Holy Spirit (Lk 4:18, 
AA 10:37-38). Moreover, Luke indicates as precisely as he could, for all practical 
purposes, the date of these events, to be the 15th year of Tiberius Caesar (Lk 3:1 ). 
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15'" year of Tiberius 
Pontius Pilate, procurator of Judea 
Herod (Antipas), tetrarch of Galilee, 
(Herod) Philip tetrarch in lturea and 
Trachonitis 
Lysanias, tetrarch of Abilene 
joint with the high priest Annan 
Priesthood of (Joseph) Caiapha 
29 (Roman reckoning) or 27-28 fall to fall, accord~ to the 
oriental reckoning, by non-accession year method. 
26--36 CE 
4 BCE-39 CE 
4 BCE-33/34 CE 
? unknown by historians 
6--14 alone, but having controlling authority beyond this 
time 
18-36 Caiapha's son-in-law 
Other two important chronological dates about Jesus' age at His baptism is His 
birth under the Herod the Great, who is certainly known to have died in March/April 
750 AUC (4 B.C.E.), while Jesus was born shortly, probably a few months before that 
time (Mt 2:1-3.13.19-22),525 between the fall of year 5 B.c.E. and the winter of 5 to 4 
B.C.E .. 30 years from that time means a period between the fall of 26 C.E. and the spring 
of 27 C.E .. Since the 15111 years of Tiberius, according to the oriental (inclusive, non-
accession year, fall to fall calendar) reckoning probably used by Luke, requires the 
Jewish year Oct. 27 C.E. - Oct. 28 C.E., the only solution that fits most criteria is a short 
period after Oct. 27 C.E. as time of His Baptism. Jesus must have been by then nearly 31 
years old, and note that Luke does not say 30 years, but about or approximately 30 
years, i.e. fit for a public ministry. 
A corroborating date is given by John (Jn 2:20) who records that, according to the 
Jews' reply, 46 years elapsed since Herod the Great began the renovation of the Temple 
until the first Passover that Jesus attended in Jerusalem a few months after His baptism. 
Since the Temple began to be renewed in 735 AUC (19 B.C.E. ), 46 years lead us to the 
year 28 C.E. for the first Passover attended by Jesus in Jerusalem after the beginning of 
His public ministry.526 
This date, the fall of year 27, fits perfectly the requirements of the prophecy and 
proclaims Jesus of Nazareth the True Messiah, with John the Baptist. Not the kind of 
Messiah expected by the Jewish theologians of the time and by an oppressed people, 
but the kind of humiliated and oppressed Messiah, as indicated by His descending in 
the baptismal water, and by the proclamation of John the Baptist: "Here is the Lamb of 
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God, who takes away the sin of the world!" This very aspect is emphasised in Daniel 
9:24-27. 
Concerning the need of describing this prophetic time as 7+62 years, and not 
directly 69 years, it should be said, that the speaker wanted to emphasise the 
sabbatical, jubilee significance of this period. There is no historical event in the usual 
sense for the end of the first 49 years of this prophecy. Some said it was the end of the 
restoration. We might admit that the year 408 s.C.E. was about the closing time of the 
restoration, including religious civil and reforms under the last prophets and high priests 
of Israel that were mentioned in the Old Testament. However, the mention of the 7 
weeks of years is a direct reference to the first jubilee (the 49'h/5o'h year) after the 
restoration, which must have been in itself a historical event.527 One could not 
experience more than two such events in his or her life. According to the Law that was 
supposed to be taught and respected after Artaxerxes' decree, the jubilee meant the 
restoration of full ownership over lands, houses and other alienated goods, after the 
seventh year that brought freedom from slavery. 
To fully test the historical relevance of this true prophecy, one might search 
through the postexilic Jewish history up to the last destruction of Jerusalem (70 C.E.), in 
order to find sabbatical years or jubilees recorded, to check their possible time 
connection to this prophecy. If this might be proven, then the old evangelical 
identification of the 70 weeks is not just the best or the only acceptable interpretation of 
Daniel 9, but even a scientific demonstration.528 
Meanwhile both square and decision-making will be restored and rebuilt 
For the specific problems and the strong linguistic support in favour of this 
translation see notes 320-321. What this line requires is exactly what the decree of 
Artaxerxes of Ezra 7 did (Ezra 7:25-26) a full civil restoration that transformed the 
crowds in a people, in a nation, even in difficult conditions, as the angel says, even in 
troubled times.529 
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Daniel 9:26 - yet after the 62 weeks, Messiah will be cut out 
As it was shown above, the 62 weeks added to the first 7 weeks, reach the 
autumn of the year 27 C.E .. After the 62 weeks does not necessary mean exactly at the 
end of that period, because Gabriel spoke in v. 25 that this period leads to Messiah the 
Ruler. His death could not have occurred in the same time with His public appearance 
to begin His ministry. While the traditional date 33 C.E. should be rejected,530 the only 
scholarly dates held today for the great events of Crucifixion I Resurrection I Ascension 
are years 30 or 31 . Both data come short after the 62 weeks, as the prophecy requires. 
Then Messiah had to be -and was - yikareth, i.e. cut off, meet death punishment, slain 
as a covenant sacrifice.531 This excruciating event, seemingly has no other explicit 
match in the TNK but the extraordinary prophecy of Isaiah (ch. 53). The historical 
reality that the highest authorities of God's people agreed to condemn Jesus of Nazareth 
had sound like a popular legend, if the other "peoples of God" would have not 
murdered many of their saints and reformers. 
and neither the City nor the Sanctuary shall be for Him 
For this translation see note 324. City and Sanctuary, Kingdom and Priesthood 
are the very definition of the messiahship. This may be understood in the sense that 
Jesus died without any recognition from the part of His people. Old conditional 
prophecies foresaw the glory of Jerusalem and the Sanctuary in connection with the 
presence of Messiah (Is 9:6-7, 11:1-10). Jesus strove sincerely to avoid this catastrophe 
and, paradoxically, though knowing that He goes the way of Cross, He longed and 
worked toward Jerusalem's immediate glory (Lk 19:41-44, cf. Lk 7:30). The clause may 
mean also that neither the city (the lay people), nor the Sanctuary (the priests) was to be 
pro Jesus. In other words, from that time on, the people remains with their city and 
sanctuary, with their politic and theology, separated from that one that only could give 
meaning to all these. 
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The people of the Ruler who is to come will become corrupt (or, be destroyed?) 
Concerning this translation and the possible meaning be destroyed for this verb, 
see note 325. The Coming Ruler from this verse cannot be another but the same who is 
called Messiah the Ruler in v. 25, then Messiah in v. 26b, and now the Ruler who is to 
come. Concerning the corruption envisioned: this was a snowball effect of rejecting the 
true Messiah. False leaders and even false messiahs had to appear and lead the people 
to a complete ruin. 
and find its end in an overflowing invasion 
Moral, political and religious corruption invited repeated disaster in the Biblical 
history of Israel. The Roman legions overflowed532 and overwhelmed the people in the 
years 70 and 135. The Jewish people has not been exterminated, neither this prophecy 
required this. Most of the Jews by then lived outside Judea. But the Palestinian Jews and 
especially Jerusalem, i.e. those who witnessed the works and heard the teachings of 
Jesus the Messiah and did not repent within their time of probation, met their terrible 
end with the stones of the Temple. Jesus predicted this end of Jerusalem 40 years before 
it happened.533 
Even to the end it was determined war and desolations 
It is the end of this aeon in view of Gabriel here, the End, and not a historical 
end of a political entity, like the end of the people from the preceding line. Up to the 
End, the people and its historical home faced war and desolations. Concerning 
linguistic analysis see notes 327-328. 
27 He shall prove strong His covenant for many, through one week 
For basic linguistic analysis see notes 329-330. Since Messiah dominates the 
previous ,wo verses I stanzas, being the logical subject, it is normal to understand the 
pronoun He as referring to Him. When the literary structure is analysed, this intent of 
the prophecy becomes more obvious. As shown by Owusu-Antwi's534 schemes of 
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parallel and chiastic structure of these lines, the safest conclusion is that the author had 
the Great Messiah in his in mind: 
25a A city restored, Messiah comes 
25b B time 
26a B' time 
26b A' Messiah killed, city estranged 
27a A a covenant confirmed 
27b B time 
27c B' time 
27d A' [a covenant] cancelled 
from[ ... ] restore [ ... ]Jerusalem until MESSIAH the Ruler, 
there will be 7 weeks plus 62 weeks. [ ... ] 
and after the 62 weeks, 
MESSIAH will be cut off, City and Sanctuary shall not be for HIM 
HE shall prove strong His covenant for many people, 
through one week, 
and in the middle of that week 
HE will cause all ritual sacrifice and offering to cease. [. . ] 
This is strengthened by the fact that the direct object Ii'i:;l covenant, is used 7 
times (9:4.27, 11 :22.28.30.32) in Daniel, each time referring to God's covenant. 
Therefore, He who causes this covenant to triumph (to prevail) must be the One in 
close connection with God, which is Messiah. 
Many translators forced the Hebrew verb to mean "make" a covenant, whereas it 
means rather to prove strong, to strengthen, to prevail. As Kline says, "the force of this 
verb higbfr excludes the notion that the covenant referred to in Daniel 9:27a is some 
arrangement imposed by a future antichrist,"535 and one might add by the same logic, 
that neither Antiochus could be the referent of this prevailing covenant. 
Concerning the use of Ii'i:;l in Daniel 9:27, the classic BDBG Lexicon confirms 
the Messianic application.536 Goldingay also says, "the covenant .... could refer to the 
covenant between God and Israel referred to in 9:4, 11 :22.28. 30.32." 537 • The "cutting 
off" of Messiah in vs. 26, and the prophecy about His cancelling all sacrifices system in 
the middle of the last "week," points to the powerful NT assertions that interpret Christ's 
unjust condemnation as a gracious expiatory sacrifice - a new covenant sacrifice that 
cancelled, by its absolute force, all symbolic sacrifices of the old covenant. 
Unfortunately, scholars who understand the subject of this sentence to be an 
enemy of the Jews (Antiochus or a future Antichrist) do not see the powerful Messianic 
import of the phrase tl':l)? Ii'i:;l a covenant for many people, and of other thematic 
words that Daniel 9:24-27 shares with some prominent OT and NT Christological 
scri ptures.538 
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Mat 26:28 
Mk 14:24 
Is 53: 11.12 
see also Is 
52: 14. 15 
Gn 17:2.4. 
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This is My blood - of the covenant - shed for 
many people, to the forgiving of their sins. 
My Righteous Servant shall make many 
people righteous, because He Himself bore the 
burden of their unrighteousness. 
... He took the sin of many people 
I establish My covenant between Me and you, 
and I shall multiply you exceedingly. 
Thus the "covenant for many" of Daniel 9:27 is the messianic covenant made for 
Israel first, then for all peoples. Christ's statement in Mk 14:24 is clearly an application 
of the Danielic prophecy. That "one week" spoken of in this verse is the seventieth 
week, which had remained to be mention after the 7+62 were mentioned. Historically, 
the last week (7 years), divided in two periods of 3 1/2 natural years, is the special 
Messianic week, when Christ worked for His people, healed, taught, suffered, died, 
resurrected, ascended, and continued to work for people through His Vicar the Holy 
Spirit, through apostles and other disciples (Jn 14:15-1 7). 
The first half of this week is described in the four Gospels, and the second is 
found as a continuation of the account of Luke, in the first 7 chapters of Acts of 
Apostles. These last seven years to confirm the covenant for many, were designed to be 
for the Jewish people. As Jesus worked for Jews only in His time, so the apostles were 
commanded to begin their work in Jerusalem and Judea, healing and proclaiming the 
forgiving grace of God through Jesus for all His enemies. The new covenant proved 
itself stronger than Death and Hades. And the Apostles actually continued the work of 
Jesus exclusively in Judea for some years after the Crucifixion. Only when the Jews 
definitely rejected the Gospel preached under the power of signs of the Holy Spirit, 
only then the main force of the Gospel was directed toward pagans (Gentiles). 
The crucial historical moment of this change in the history of Christianity is the 
Sanhedrin's launch of the first "crusade" against Christianity, starting with the 
martyrdom of Stephen (AA 6:7-8:3), and the beginning of the mission among pagans 
(AA 8:4-40 Samaritans, an Ethiopian et al.). This universal trend in Christianity rose 
quickly to unexpected dimensions with the conversion of the very Jewish Inquisitor 
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Saul, who became the Apostle Paul (AA 9). Indeed, from that point on, the Acts of the 
Apostles occupies predominantly with the mission for Gentiles, especially through Paul 
and his associates. The moment of this shift, unobserved by the common 
historiography, is not explicitly stated in the Book, but there are some important 
chronological hints in the narrative about Paul. Taking as pivotal date the short 
administration of Gallia in Corinth mentioned in AA 18:12, scholars have counted 
back, deducting the elapsed years as they are mentioned in Gal 1 :18, 2:1, in parallel 
with some elements of chronological value in AA 9-18. Considering these data 
analysed by different scholars, the conversion of Paul may be dated between the years 
33-36. Shea, Owusu-Antwi and others place it in 34/35 and allow the martyrdom of 
Stephen (which have marked the beginning of Jewish persecution and the point of 
Christian dispersion, to have been probably in the year 34.539 
Interesting to note, the apologetic discourse of Stephen before the High Court of 
the Sanhedrin, and especially his final words pointed to the heavenly Sanctuary above 
the earthly one (AA 7:42-50), then to the Jewish opposition to Holy Spirit, to Jesus 
Christ and God's Law (v. 51-54), and finally in a sudden ecstatic vision seeing Jesus as 
King-Priest in the celestial Sanctuary (v.55-56). 
That discourse was like an explanation of the significance of the date 34 that 
marks the end of the 70 weeks that were subtracted, as shown in the preceding pages, 
from the 2300 days I years. Is it not significant that the end of the 2300 years had to 
extend up to the time of the Sanctuary vindication I cleansing, which is another name 
for the Judgment described in Daniel 7? And this deadly tension between the earthly, 
Jewish temple, and the true Sanctuary (God's dwelling) above is certainly instructive for 
the theme of the Sanctuary in chapter 8. The 70 weeks end with the brutal stoning of 
the Jewish Deacon and Preacher Stephen while he stares to heaven, kneeling, and 
repeating the mediatorial forgiving prayer of Jesus (v.59-60). 
and in the middle of that week, He will put an end to any sacrifice and offering 
For linguistic analysis and translation see notes 331 332. Taken separately, n:;it 
means animal slaughter, sacrifice, and :ii;im means gift, tribute, offering, present, 
oblation, and it could refer either to the grain offering added to the daily burnt sacrifice, 
or to any gift to God or to other people, including meat offerings. 
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The latter term is used also in the expressions like ::l"}lrno~l? evening [grain} 
offering,540 ip.:i.;;i-no~~ (morning [grain} offering,541 or even i'~i;:;:i-no~i? (continua/ I 
daily [grain} offering.542 The two terms are used in the same context in Lv 7:37, Jer 
17:26, 33:18, among other types of ritual offerings. 
When used alone the phrase is inclusive for all sanctuary sacrifices and 
offerings.543 It is especially interesting to note Ps 40:7 (quoted also in Heb 10:5.8), a 
Messianic-Christological verse showing that the principle of the acceptable worship 
with God consists in giving self (body and soul) as a living sacrifice, not just "sacrifice 
and offering" (Cf. Eph 5:2, Rom 12:1 ). Prophets were conscious about God's 
requirements when said, For genuine love I desire, not sacrifice, and knowledge of Cod 
rather than burnt offerings (Hos 6:6-7, quoted also in Mt 9:13, 12:7). Even within the 
old covenant, "sacrifices and offerings" were received only as expression of knowing 
God as gracious (Is 19:21 ). It is interesting that this idiom or similar expressions are 
often used about a degenerated worship through ritual offerings as opposed to the basic 
requirements of God.544 In Hos 6:6-7 the sacrificial worship is contrasted with God's 
covenant as in Daniel 9:27. 
The concept of the didactic and temporary use of the ceremonial system of the 
Sanctuary, and its insufficiency to justify the sinner, as taught in the NT (Heb 8 - 10, 
Rom 3:21-30) is not a sectarian or Christian innovation, but it is an underlying principle 
of the OT scriptures. No wonder that the NT writers used to quote the OT to prove their 
Gospel message. Jeremiah who, according to traditions hid the ark of the covenant in a 
safe and unknown place (2Mac 2:4-7), prophesied that one day even the ark will not be 
necessary longer in the time of the great and universal restoration (Jer 3:16.14-18 in 
those days, says Yahweh, they shall no longer say, 'The ark of the covenant of Yahweh.' 
It shall not come to mind, or be remembered, or missed; nor shall another one be 
made'l, certainly because God's Ten Commandments of the covenant had to be 
engraved on human hearts, not on stone (Jer 31 :31-34). 
The mention of a covenant, of a half-week, and of putting an end to sacrifices 
and offerings in Daniel 9:27 proved so tempting for a lot of exegetes to see in these the 
historical actions of Antiochus or the prophetic actions of Antichrist. However, as it was 
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shown, both the terminology and the message are different. The similarities observed 
may be due to an intention of the speaking angel to contrast Christ with Antichrist. 
Since the logical subject of all this revelation is Messiah, the time and manner in 
which He cancels the ritual system must be discussed. The middle of the week means 
exactly 3 1/2 years from His Baptism (in fall 27), i.e. spring 31. It should be remembered 
that in the preceding verse, Messiah was seen to be cut off after the 69 weeks. 
Now the prophecy brings more precision. The 3 1h years of Christ's ministry may 
be reckoned best according to the Gospel of John, which mentions four Passover 
seasons that Jesus attended after His Baptism.545 
The following diagram summarises the main apocalyptic and historical data of 
the 70 weeks. The great amazement is that the historical-critical models attempting to 
demonstrate that this is a vaticinium post eventum, fall far short in fitting the schema, 
while the prophetic, Christian model, which the h;gher critic hardly considers worthy of 
mention answers harmoniously and with sound historical data all criteria. 
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Then in His stead will stand the desolating abomination 
The construction c:i~W1? l::l'~1i't!i 'll=P '?p1, which is literally, and on the wing of 
the abominations, a desolation, has some textual and syntactical difficulties. So it is 
necessary to analyse it through a synoptic view of some old translations: 
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MT C::OiLiO tl'::t1pt!) 'lP ~P1 tlOlliO tl'::t1plli 'll:l ~ll1 and on (by) the wing of 
abominations, a desolation 
I desolator? 
(see NKJ, NAB, NAS, RSVet.al.) 
LXX Kai. loirl. -ro lEpov poEA.uyµa tlO!lio;i f1plli lliip ~ll1 And on the Sanctuary, will stand 
"' i ' " an abomination of tlw TWV p11µwaEWV EITTat ... 
KaL (Ewe;) m11puy[ou &.110 desolations ... 
&.cjiav(aµou. In Lucian's recension tipiLio .. . . ···'ll:l ill1 and until wing ... from desolation 
8 ' ) ' \ ! \ po I tlO!liO;"T f1plli lliip ~ll1 and on the Sanctuary, an Kat Em -rn tEpov El.uyµa 
TWV Ep~WOEWV .... abomination of the desolations 
'A,~ KaL EirL -cfic; &.pxfic; -cwv tlOlliO tl'::t1plli-'ll:l-~ll1 and on the top of the 
PiiEl.uyµ1hwv tpriµwf)iiaETctt abominations he will be 
desolated 
LHex et super fastigio (templi) erunt tlO!liO -'::t1p!Ll 'll:l-~ll1 and on the (temple's) pinnacle 
abominationes vastatoris will be the abominations of the 
var. et super alam (militum) desolator 
abominationum erit vastator tlO!liO tl'::t1plli-'ll:l-~ll1 
var. and on the flank (of the 
army) of the abominations shall 
be a desolator 
YUL et in lemplo erit abominatio tlO!liO;i f1p!Ll rLlip ~ll1 and in (the) Temple shall be (the) 
desolationis .... abomination of (the) desolations 
It is easy to observe that the Masoretic text of this verse, as it stands, is not 
reflected in any ancient translation. Even if it seems to be some uncertainty in the 
reading or translation of 'll:l ~ll1, the reading of "tlOW00'::!1p!D" as ''tlO!DO;i f1p!D" is in 
unanimity attested. However, it is possible to understand tlOlliO tl'f1plli as a "construct 
+ genitival" idiom, if we read it tipwrrti-'¥1PtP with enclitic Mem (cf. Gn 14:6, Dt 
33:11, Ps 59:6, 89:51 et.al.) This is an archaic particle that is found also in the old 
cognate languages. Citing Horace Hummel, D. N. Freedman, M. Dahood, et.al., 
Waltke and O'Connor say that "it has sometimes an emphatic force, while at other 
times it serves as a morpheme for indetermination ... Most common are its uses in the 
middle of the construct chain."546 
I cannot find a better solution, taking into consideration both the Masoretic 
consonant characters and the considerable majority of the old translations. The 
following table adds further information on the topic, comparing this verse with other 
parallel verses in Daniel or in other books (Apocrypha and NT): 
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Ref. 
Dan 
8:12. 
13 
Dan. 
11:31 
Dan. 
12: 11 
lMac 
1:54 
vs. 57 
VUL 
Mt 
24:15 
Mk 
13:14 
Lk 
21:20 
Greek and Latin text 
LXX E1TL 'Tl 8ua[I/'. al &µap·rCat{TH) E1TL TTJV 8ua[av &µap'tLO! 
.. . over the sacrifice, the sins (sin) 
[ ... ] KO!L Ti euala Ti &p8ELalX KIXL Ti &µap't(~ l:pru.uJaEwc; Ti 
lio9ELOO! 
... and the sacrifice removed, and the sin of the desolation given 
YUL ... contra iuge sacrificium propter peccata [ ... ] et iuge sacrificium 
et peccatum desolationis quae facta est 
LXX Kai. liwoouaL PliEAuyµa EpT)µwaEwc; (El fict>avwµ€vov) 
... give an abomination of desolation (a destroyed abomination) 
YUL ... abominationem in desolationem 
give an abomination in desolation 
LXX lio8f\vat -i:o pliEAuyµa 'tf\c; l:p11µwaEc.i<; (8 PliEAuyµa 
l:p11µw0Ewi;l 
give the abomination of the desolation (an abomination of desolation) 
YUL et posita ... abominatio in desolatione 
... will be set the abomination in desolation 
0Koli0µ110Ev pliEAuyµa l:pT)µWaEwc; E1TL 'to 8uaLaa-r~pLov 
he built an abomination of desolation on the altar 
aediftcavit ... abominandum idolum desolationis super altare Dei 
[King Antiochus] built an abhorring idol of desolation on God's altar 
"Ornv oilv 'Lli111E -i:o Pli€Auyµa 'tf\c; l:p11µw0Ewc; -i:o p118!Y litii. 
~cwt TJA -i:ou Tipocji~rnu Ea'toc; l:v -roTic.,i &y[c.,i. o &vaytvwaKwv 
voEL-rw, 
When you see the abomination of the desolation, as was spoken of by 
the prophet Daniel (let the reader understand), standing in holy place 
"Ornv OE 'COT)TE TO PliUuyµa -i:f\c; EpT]µWOEWc; ECJ'tT)KO'l:O! oTiou 
OU OE'i., 
When you see the abomination of the desolation set up where ii ought 
not 
"O·mv OE 'LliT)'tE KuKAouµEVT)V U1TO .E'tpO!'t01TEliwv 
'IEpOUCJO!A~. TO'tE yvwTE on ~yytKEV Ti l:p~µwatc; O!U-i:f\c;. 
When you see Jerusalem surrounded by armies, then you may know that 
its desolation has come near 
MT or retranslating 
1D~ n~~::,>1 
llWE'm i'On:-r'?l.7 
-T- .,- -
i'~I;\i'.T 1iti;i;;:i 'DI?-;~ 
nn cow l.7W51;i1 
See also~ote~ 340 C~ :J4s 
cow ............... . 
The phrase ~p-'?~ is reflected in LXX, El, and VUL as w1p-'?~, except Lucian's 
recension of LXX (see BHS and Rahlf's LXX, critical apparatus of Dan 9:27), which 
reflects MT. In Hexapla (927), the Latin translation reads, et super fastigio (templi) 1 
"and on the pinnacle (of the temple)" I et super a/am (militum) "and on the wing (flank 
of the army)". The other comparable sources show also some uncertainty in the 
rendition of this phrase: "on the altar", "on the temple", "on (the) holy place", "where it 
ought not stand", as it may be seen in the previous table. It is possible that all these 
translations developed from the Masoretic reading ~i:i-'?~ on the wing of. .. , because 
this notion is associated with the Temple (Sanctuary, W1~ - which may be understood 
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also as any holy place, that is "where (an abomination) ought not stand". It is less 
probable to have been there older manuscripts with W":)p instead of 1P, because Wi.P 
can be explained as an interpretation of 1P and as an influence of Daniel 8:13 and 
11 :31. Moreover, the more difficult reading 1P should be considered as earlier than 
the reading W":)p. Since 1P means wing, extremity, edge, pinnacle, outermost edge, 
Owusu-Antwi pleads in behalf of its genuineness, and attempts to translate the whole 
phrase tl~W~ tl':!.!1pl!) 1P ':ip\ with the end of abominations will be a place of 
desolations, thus indicating an extremity (limit, summit) of the abomination.547 This 
translation is worthy of further examination, since 'A and .E rendered, Kai. E1TL i:'fi~ 
&pxii~ i:wv ~6tluyµ&nJv Epriµw0tjono:L ("and on the top of the abominations he will be 
desolated"). However, such reading is quite unusual and not able to be connected with 
the construct + genitive understanding of the phrasP. o~w~-o-':!.!1pW attested by all 
ancient translations, as it was shown above. 
The phrase itself is often found in the plural: [tl'ii!'lJ 'Pl;i-':ip on [eagles'} wings 
(Ex 19:4 i.e. indicating support, protection and training: Dt 32:11 ), [tlZ'.'''J~::l.J 'P~;i-':ip on 
the "wings" (corners) [of their garments] (Nu 15:38 make fringes), [1}1i]-'Pl;i-':ip on the 
wings [of the wind] (God flying, riding the Cherub, 2 S 22:11, Ps 18:1, 104:3), [f'.:lt:::;tl 
riim;i-':ip to the extremities [of the earth] (Job 37:3 God's lightning). It may be admitted 
that this single occurrence in Daniel 9:27 could have the same meaning, despite its use 
of the singular. In this case, the whole expression would be spelled and read o~w1ro­
'~1pw-1p-':ip and on the wing[s] of the abominations of the desolation. This is not bad 
(especially when compared with Lv 11 :13: the eagle is the first "abomination" 
mentioned among unclean fowl. It is also the Torahic metaphor of the prophesied 
doom: the Babylonian, then the Roman, (i.e. new Babylonian) invasions (Dt 28:49-50 
comp. tl'l~ tp 'iJ in Dan 8:23). So it could be seen as a prophecy of the Jerusalem's 
final doom under the Roman power whose actual signum (idol banner, actually) was 
the eagle - Jove's bird. However, if we read the phrase as a four words construct, we 
are left with no predicate, nor it is implied in the context. 
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Probably we should find a better understanding for 1JY'?l.71 for example, among 
the proposed emendations. The critical apparatus of BHS suggests the reading 1~'.?D 
'?¥;i the winged being (cf. Pr 1 :17 Ee 10:20 - an allusion to the Syrian god Cl'OILi '?l.7:l? 
Lord of heaven, by word-play called Cl~fD yip¢) instead of l;::i-'?l.71. The solution is 
ingenious indeed, yet it cannot be harmonised with our conclusions about the actual 
construct Cl~wrrci-');lip~ mentioned above, and it lacks the necessary predicate. BHS 
and BDBG (489) cite A. Kuenen for a more credible suggestion of emendation, reading 
1JY'?l.71 and in its I his stead (position, station, place), which is more natural and well 
attested in Daniel (Dan 11 :20.21.38, Gn 40:13, 41 :13). This reading is followed by A. 
A. Bevan, Montgomery, Hartman & Di Lella548 and NRS ("and in their place').549 
If this emendation represents the original form intended by the author, some new 
questions must be answered. For instance, What is the referent of the pronominal suffix 
of i;;i ? Is it the double object of the previous clause, ;;i:i;m n~t. sacrifice and offering? 
Or is it Messiah - the great subject of this whole prophecy? The expression i;;i-'?¥, 
specific to Daniel, always refers to a person, indicating a substitution (legal or illegal) in 
the same office, place, stand, position, stead. Thus, I took it as referring rather to 
Messiah, the main subject and referent of the whole oracle. It predicts an illegal 
substitution of Messiah, the Covenant Leader, by "the abomination of the desolation". 
Exegetes who see Antiochus or a future Antichrist the subject of verse 27, might 
stress the similarity of this substitution with that of Dan 8:12-13, 11 :31, 12:11, where 
the "continual (daily) sacrifice" is replaced by the "rebellion I abomination of the 
desolation". However, as it was shown in the previous notes, Messiah is certainly the 
subject of all this prophecy. If Messiah and Antichrist are found doing some 
comparable things, this is only to emphasise the contrast between Christ and Antichrist, 
as it is also with their corresponding periods of activity, since the period of Antichrist 
parodies the period of Christ (3 V2 times - 1260 years and, respectively, 1260 days), 
pointing out to the apocalyptic time scale, one day// one year. 
Following are the possible meanings of the phrase ciowo-ci-(')~1p1Li [1J::i] 1J::i '?l.71 
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1. and on the wing of abominating [foul] idols, a desolator [will be, or come] 
2. and by the wing of abominations [he] is making desolate (cf. YL T) 
3. and on the [Temple's] wing [will be, or stand] the abomination of the desolation 
4. and in His stead [will be, or stand] the abomination of the desolation 
5. and in their place [will be, or stand] the abomination of the desolation 
It is a hard trial to definitely choose among these options. I favour solution nr. 4, 
without being dogmatic. The last two options seem to be related by the fact that putting 
Messiah to death meant putting and end to al I sacrificial system because of Messiah's 
covenantal sacrifice. The abomination that had to stand in His (or their) place is an 
idolatrous worship of the vilest kind, worshipping a man (the "man of sin" ) as God.550 
Apart from the question whether the phrase ClOlVlYCl-'i>1p!V represents two 
unrelated absolute nouns or a genitival construction with mem enclitic, there is another 
difficulty about the precise meaning of the noun tlOtVO (and its synonym ClOtV).551 The 
old translations render it invariably as desolation in all its occurrences (LXX, 0 or NT). 
Owusu-Antwi (329) stresses the stative meaning of the term everywhere, citing Bevan 
(161) and Michael Herbert Farris,552 pointing also to the Syriac (Ni,:m - desolation) 
and to the most probable significance of the term in Daniel 8:13, 9:18.26.27a. 
Thus an important case might be made in favour of this stative meaning 
(desolation or desolated place). However, some of the best translations rendered this 
noun as if it be active (desolating, that desolates, makes desolate, desolatot).553 In 
Hexapla (927), this participle is rendered fientive-active, according to a Latin translation 
( vastator, vastatoris - desolator, desolator's). And there are two ways at least to 
contend for an active meaning: 
The regular active forms of this root are scarcely found in the OT, only in Hiphcil 
(see BDBG 1031 ). But even in Hiph0 il, the participle - Cl'O~~ - shows itself stative (Ez 
3:15, cf. Jer 49:20 comp. Ez 32:10 et. al.). This may indicate a need to express an active 
meaning through common stative stems. Since the same verbal stem can be both 
fientive and stative in some cases,554 it is not impossible that Cl~i!V I Cl~ilVl? have a 
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fientive, active meaning in this construction. Anyway, according to BDBG (1031 ), in all 
cases where the phrase Cl~il!io-o-::iiptt.i and the parallel forms are found, this participle 
is seen as transitive, meaning appalling causing horror; thus an adjectival use of the 
participle. If this Qal / Poclel participle is taken as a substantive, as LXX and other old 
translations did(= desolation), the practical meaning of the phrase would reveal a quasi 
active sense, in the construct relationship. Thus the abomination of the desolation 
means really, the desolating abomination (YL T Dan 11 :31 ), the appalling abomination, 
the astonishing foulness et. al. 
The basic meaning of the noun fipi!i is filth, dirt, dung, abomination, detestable 
h · " 5Th ft . 11 I . h . t mg·· e term appears o en in para e wit :i:;il]in disgusting thing (fact), 
abominatiorr56 and Cl'?i'?J "faeces," foul idols,557 possibly derived from '?~~ 
excrements, dung.558 While fptp is used for various pagan facts or things (physical, 
ritual and moral), fiptt.i is reserved for deities represented by their images (idols). Some 
OT verses displaying the theme in similar words are displayed below: 
Dt 
29:16 
2K 
23:13 
Jer 
7:30. 
32:34 
Jer 
51:25-
26 
Ez 
20:8 
Ez 
33:28-
c:::r'l?"P~n~ illqnJ 19~ :::i:;in ~9::? 
:c;:;t?11 P·i:.tl fl] c:::r'?~~ nN.1 
[ ... ] itb'?t(i itl:l il!iN li'nl!i~it-iit 
Cl
0
'l"'l'i fj(lD. rl)·h~l]~ 
:::i~io f~l!i l!iio~'?i 
1?~0 N~~ 1i~l]-'l:::i n~~in c:i?o?i 
(Cl'l"'l::! 'it':iN liihl!il1 'inN 
:ci'lbl] r~~ ciS?~ ''.1Q·~-, 
1i~l] 'l.:;i f~i!i l?b?i !Ki 115.7) 
n'~~ Cl;::t'::!ii'l!i io~ 
:iN~~'? 1'7¥ 'Oi!i-N~pl-i!P,N 
it):i;-ci~l li'f'.!~0 i;:t 1''?N. 'l~it 
1 .... 1 f'.1~:;i-'?:rnN. n'r:i~0 
:m:i,-cNi it'itn ci'?i11 niooiir'::i 1 ... 1 
'1' : .._ ; •; : • T ' • • 
i::i''?i!iit i-6 ciry'l'P. '~ip~n~ lD'N 
ir.~i, il?N) i:::iw x'? Cl''J¥l? '?i':irnN.1 
Clit:l 'DN ni':i::i'? Clit''?ll 'liOn 
"."T •- .; ·;··-:: "T-: 
You have seen their detestable things, the 
fillhy idols of wood and stone, of silver and 
gold, thaJ were among them. 
... the corrupting I destroying mountain where 
Solomon ... built to Ashtoreth, the abomination 
of the Sidonians, and to Kamosh, the 
abomination of Moab, and to Mikom, the 
disgusting thing of the Amonites; the king 
made himself unclean ... 
( ... after Ashtoreth, the Sidonians' divinity, and 
after Milkom, the abomination of 
theAmonites.[. .. ] and to Malech, the 
abomination of the sons of Amon). 
---they have put their abominations in the 
House that is called by My name, to make it 
unclean. 
I am against you, 0 destroying (corrupting) 
rrwuntain, says the LORD, that destroys 
(corrupts) the whole earth;{ .. .] you shall be a 
perpetual desolalion, says the LORD. 
... not one of them cast away the detestable 
things their eyes feasted on, nor did they 
forsake the foul idols of Egypt. Then I thought 
l would pour out my wrath upon them and 
spend my anger against . 
l will make the land a desolation and a waste, 
and its proud might shall come to an end; the 
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29 
SeeEz 
7:20, 
11:21 
Ez 
37:23 
:i:;iill ]'~~ '?~';I~' 'J:;i 1~f?~ riW JiN:J 
fJ~ :;i-ri~ 'MM:;i ;"!Fl' 'l~-,;, 1!1"'!;1 
iiDll iiDN cri!:llliri-'?;, ':ill ;ir.iwoi ;i~~tli 
'!' ·:-: T - 1' - .. -: ....... 
Cl ;'i'',11;l.i:i 1ill 1Nlllt!l' ~61 
1riri cb,¥~~ 'i,j:;i1 c;i~i;piip1 
mountains of Israel shall be so desolate that no 
one will pass through. Then they shall know 
that I am Yahweh, when l have made the land a 
desolation and a waste because of all their 
abominations that they have committed. 
They shall never again defile themselves with 
their foul idols and their detestable things, or 
with any of their rebellious sins. 
The examples above show that the phrase Cl~iw~-o-~ii't!I points to an idol 
whose presence indicates desolation, devastation, horror. This formulation reminds us 
the prophecy of chapter 8. And no wonder, since the whole chapter 9, as it was shown 
up to this point, stands exegetically on the revelations and questions of chapter 8. 
When Jesus Christ, the true Messiah, the Shechinah Glory of Yahweh, came out of 
Israel's Sanctuary, or even was chased away thence, the room created had to be filled 
with shame. The Romans came later in the years 70 and 135 to decorate the scene of 
the destruction with their signa (worshipped golden eagles as insignia of their power) 
and with their gods. Become Christian, Rome (the desolating power) did not change its 
heart. It baptised part of its pagan philosophy and worship, and replaced the pagan 
divinities with sanctified mortals, dead or living, with its vigilant Vice-Christ ahead of 
all. The "man of sin" with his Roman ensign placed himself in God's Sanctuary (2 Th 
2:3-4), above any god (Dan 11 :38), the most complete embodiment of idolatry 
(abomination) and terror (desolation). 
until the complete ruin, the determined punishment is poured out upon the desolating 
one 559 
Usually, the term Cl~tii means desolated, desolated place or desolation.560 The 
uncertainty of the translation of this strange participle is attested also in the Latin 
variants in Hexapla (p. 927), super vastatorem, s. vastatum (on the desolator I desolate 
one). However, since all Danielic prophecies end with a final judgment on God's (and 
Israel's) enemies - see note 133 -, one might expect to find the same finals in this verse 
too, despite of the usual meaning of the noun Cl~W." 1 
178 
The verse structure of this oracle deserves further study, and it might help decide 
on some obscure or ambiguous phrases, as well as on the precise meaning of the last 
word. 
Dan 
9:26a 
26b 
26c 
26d 
27a 
27b 
27c 
27d 
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"!iTN l),:JizJ Cl':li'? M'i:l i':lli11 
T ·: -
' . - ' 
;inm, n:n M'::!W' lJ, ::i izJ j) '::;m 
T : • - ' -
c::i~w~-c-:,i,pw [iJ;? J ~p '?lJ1 
Cl~izJ-'?lJ ltin i1::;1m1 i!'?::rilJ1 
- .,. T ·:: -.· : 
' ' 
A Time 
B Messiah cut off- new covenant sacrifice 
C Apostasy and destruction 
D Desolation determined until the End 
A' Time 
B' Messiah's sacrifice supersedes the old Cov. 
c Abomination and desolation 
D' The End of the desolator, determined 
The full weight of the final line is obviously parallel to other climactic, final 
points in the prophecies of Daniel (Dan 2:44, 7:26, 8:25d, 11 :45b). All these point out 
to the Judgment, in the time of the end, as the longest period of 2300 days indicates by 
that vindication of the Sanctuary. 562 
IV.4 Time connections and the Judgment Day 
When all apocalyptic periods of Daniel are put together in the same scheme, 
despite the fact that some historical dates proposed deserve more study before being 
definitely fixed, they display unrivalled harmony: I wonder if ever the historical critical 
school would find a more harmonious understanding of the 70 weeks, and more fitting 
historical dates for the other apocalyptic periods in Daniel. The linguistic and 
contextual analysis in chapters 7, 8, 9, showed that this old path deserves more 
attention and helps the reader to be more careful about the prophetic phenomenon in 
general and about the authenticity of Daniel as a prophetic book in particular." 
a For the historical significance of the years 508 and 1843 see note 442. For the years 538 and 1798 see 
the subchapters /. l.a.9, and 1.1.a. 10 .. 
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If this historicist approach to the apocalyptic periods of Daniel 7, 8, 9 and 12 is 
only an interesting case in favour of Daniel or even the best harmonising of prophecy 
with history, it is still a barren soil until the researcher faces the most important 
question raised by this book: What is the theological and live significance of the year 
1844, which is, according to this study, the end of the 2300 days I years? 
Unlike all other dates in the prophetic diagram, the last one deals not with 
human historiography. Actually the prophecy does not claim a "historical" fulfilment. 
And it was shown, it points to the vindication of God's celestial Sanctuary (Dan 8:14), 
when the Luciferic horn of chapter 8 is finally broken, "not by human hand" (Dan 
8:25), in "the appointed time of the end" (Dan 8:19). It is therefore the time of the 
Judgment, with "the books ... opened" in heaven; while on earth the not so little horn 
continues unconsciously its hubristic speeches accompanied by implicit universal 
amens (Dan 7:1 Oc-11 ). It is the last time of probation for this world. Whereas the 
Judgment must have God's enemies its object, as the immediate contexts in chapters 7 
and 8 clearly show, the Biblical view about Judgment is always double-sided. God's 
judgment is His eschatological, holy intervention in the great cosmic spiritual-moral 
controversy, to separate forever the repenting from the unrepenting by the Cross of 
Christ - which is the absolute and concomitant expression of God's Law and Grace. 
The Judgment is the supreme evidence of God's righteousness in dealing with each 
soul, an evidence of the free will given to the intelligent creatures. It uses the unique 
key of Calvary to open the portals of Paradise to the repenting believer and the gates of 
"hellfire" to him or her who refused the Reconcilement. It is real good news and 
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actually gives Gospel finality and climax, as it is expressed in the NT Apocalypse (Rev 
14:6-7). 
This Judgment announced in Daniel is neither an individual "neardeath" or 
"afterdeath" trial, nor a final exclusive punishment of the evil. Distinct from the popular 
views, it includes an examination of the saints, to prove who is really that saint,563 and 
it runs while history still lives its final days.564 
Indifferently how one translates pJ:,13 of Daniel 8:14, cleansed, vindicated or 
whatever is to be finally dealt with the Sanctuary, yes, indifferently whether the 
contextual terminology of chapter 8 is intended to indicate or not an eschatological, 
antitypic Yorn Kippur,565 the two OT passages parallel each other by their ultimate 
significance. In common with other scholars like Gerhard Hasel,566 Angel Rodriguez,567 
Alberto Treyer,568 Jacques Doukhan569 et al., Desmond Ford emphasised this legitimate 
connection between the day of ritual cleansing of the Sanctuary and its eschatological, 
antitypic application to Daniel 8:14:570 
It is not strange, therefore, that some Jewish and Christian scholars have paraphrased 8:14 as 
'Then shall the sanctuary have atonement made for it.' Calvin says, 'Some translate it-Then 
the sanctuary shall be expiated.571 "Concerning the day of expiation, Lev 16 is indeed the 
final clue for the exposition of 8:14. Pointing forward to the great atonement made on Calvary 
for us by Christ, the anti typical Lord's goat, it also prefigures the last work for us by Christ, 
our High Priest. .. It pictures the placing of the responsibility for evil upon its true instigator, 
the true little horn - Satan himself. .. Thus God's character, so long trampled in the dust by the 
scandal of sin, will be vindicated. 
In the light of these reflections, it becomes apparent that the apocalyptic portrayal of 8: 10-14 
symbolyzes the great controversy between good and evil and its climax. The vindication of the 
sanctuary, which represents the divine kingdom, points not only to the vindication of the saints 
in the judgment, but also to the vindication of God and His Truth. It must include, therefore, a 
work on earth that "cleanses" the church, God's sanctuary on earth, from the traditions of men 
and the shame of sin ... The Law, which is so often in Scripture called "the truth" and which 
has been cast to the ground, must be uplifted. The true "daily"- the everlasting guspel of the 
righteousness by faith, which has been "taken away" by all counterfeit religious systerns -
must be proclaimed again ... It would take another whole book to elaborate the truths implicit 
in the sanctuary and its cleansing ... 
From the original and quite limited understanding of this eschatological Yorn 
Kippur, as it was shaped by 0. R. L. Crosier,572 John N. Andrews,573 James and Ellen 
White,574 and finally by Uriah Smith,575 the Biblical research today must make further 
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steps - at least in Adventism - in investigating this offending576 theology of the 
"Investigative Judgment" and of the antitypical Day of Atonement in "the heavenly 
sanctuary." Roy Adams wisely recognised in his doctoral dissertation on this topic, that 
"there are outstanding problems which call for serious theological and biblical study in 
the light of contemporary questions and issues."577 
My concern was partly to face this challenge in the larger context of even more 
threatening issues on the authenticity and inspiration of the Book of Daniel. And my 
conclusion is, the Book of Daniel is not only a genuine prophetic revelation, but also its 
theological core - the expiatory death of Messiah at the appointed time, and the 
heavenly judgment beginning in "the appointed time of the end" - are crucial for our 
modern spiritual experience. 
182 
V SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
According to the preliminary conservative assertions in the introduction of this 
study, the historical character of the Book of Daniel is still defendable on linguistic, 
philological, historical and theological grounds. Such an approach encourages faith, 
without abandon the need of critical research. 
The linguistic concerns should materialise in further research in many decisive 
places of the text, considering the some difficulties of language in the prophetic 
sections of chapters 8 and 9. Consequently, the reader needs a more elaborate and 
critical translation of the book. 
The linguistic and historical exegesis of the Book shed more favourable light on 
the position above, building a more attractive and useful model of faithful hermeneutic. 
A synoptic approach to these Danielic apocalypses helps the student understand in 
depth the relationship between the literary sections of the scroll, and to appreciate the 
high sense of literary unity, in spite of the use of two languages and narrative parts 
besides apocalyptic parts. 
In parallel with the royal dream of Daniel 2, the spectacular vision of chapter 7 
depicts, in different symbols, the same powers, Babylonian, Medo-Persian, Greek 
(Macedonian), and Roman. The predictions do not restrict to the classic Rome; they run 
through the worldly medieval and modern Christianity, pointing finally to God's 
inevitable and righteous Judgement. The representative Man, who receive the universal 
and everlasting kingdom from the hands of Most High, in favour of His saints, is the 
true Messiah, Jesus of Nazareth, the fulfilment of all hopes of Israel and world. 
The vision in chapter eight is best understood looking concomitantly to the 
visions of chapters 7 and 11, then following the step-by-step leading of the narrative 
into the heart of chapter 9, where it is found the key for the mysterious time of the 
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vindication of God's Sanctuary. There, in chapter 9 lies the prophetic basis of 
Christianity, the prediction of the precise time of Christ's first Advent, who is atonement 
and everlasting righteousness for His believers, but simply justice for those who reject 
His covenantal Messiahship. With such a theology, the Book of Daniel may be called 
the Good News of the Judgement. 
The classical apocalyptic time scale, used extensively by most exegetes to the 
191h century is not only defended, but it is strengthened by the pragmatic test of the 
history. Thus, it is possible and reasonable to check the messianic time prophecy or the 
peculiar period of the temporal power succeeding the Roman Empire. 
The Book of Daniel is far from being sufficiently studied, from all points of view. 
The best conclusion, for the believing student, is first to integrate its teachings in his or 
her life. Then, enlarging, deepening and raising up his critical and emotional faculties, 
the scholar-to-be must rush again to a more thorough and enriching study. 
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6:9.13.16, 8:20), as Isaiah predicted tbat Media and Elam will conquer Babylon (Is 11:1, 13:17, 21:2, 
22:6), while the postexilic writings speak about "Persia and Media" (Est 1 :3.14.18.19, lMac 6:56, 
14:2, 1 Esd 3:14, except Est 10:2 - citing old chronicles! - and 1 Esd 3:1 - fiction influenced by 
Danielic reading?). 
75 Like in 1 Ch 5:26 (where Tiglatb-Pileser and Pu! are actually tbe same person). Wiseman, op. cit., 
pp. 12-16. 
76 Gerhard Hase!, Establishing a Date for the Book of Daniel, in Frank Holbrook, editor, Symposium 
on Daniel, vol. 2, Biblical Research Institute, GC of SDA, Washington DC, 1986, pp. 111-117. 
77 Xenofon, Viafa Jui Cyrus eel btitran fntemeietorul statului persan, III. 3.25, VIII. 5, 17-20, Editura 
Stiinpficil, Bucure~ti, 1967, pp.448-449. One of the best articles written on this topic is that of S. 
Douglas Waterhouse, Why Was Darius the Mede Expunged from History? - In To Understand the 
Scriptures (Essays in Honor of William H. Shea), edited by David Merling, Institute of Archaeology, 
Andrews University, Berrien Springs, MI, 1997, pp. 173-190. This view is supported by old Jewisb 
writings, by Josephus (Antiquities X. xi.4) and was still held by prominent scholars like Lowth, 
Hengstenberg, Rosenrniiller, Havernick, Kranichfeld, Kliefoth, Keil, Zi:ickler, Knabenbauer, and 
others (See Holbrook, op. cit. p. 113), and by Jerome (see Collins' Daniel, 330). 
78 Cf. BDBG, entry 325. 
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79 F. W. Konig, Relief und Inschrift des Konigs Dareios l Leiden 1938, p. 1. 
80 K. A. Kitchen, The Aramaic of Daniel, in D. J. Wiseman etc., Notes on Some Problems in the Book 
of Daniel, The Tyndale Press: London, 1965, pp. 15.59-60; W. F. Albright, "The Date and Personality 
of the Chronicler," JBL, 40, 1921, p. 112n; J. C. Whitcomb, Darius the Mede, p. 27; R. N. Frye, The 
Heritage of Persia, 1962, pp. 95.97. 
81 Straban, Geografia, vol. III, Editura Stiintificii ~i Enciclopedicii, Bucharest, Cluj-Napoca, 1983, p. 
716. For ethnic connotation see book XVI, 1:6.8, 3:1.3, 4:1. For the professional use see book XVI, 
1:6, 2:39, and book XVII, 1:29. 
82 Herodotus, Histories 1:181-83. 
83 Hase!, op. cit. 124-126. It is interesting the observation of the French large dictionary of J. Planche & 
A. Pillon, Dictionnaire Grec-Francais, Librairie Hachette et CIX , Paris, 1872, p. 1470: "CHALDEEN, 
nom de peuple; et par ext. astrologue, tireur d'horoscope, de mime que chez nous boheme, 
bohemien, -enne." (my underline) 
84 J. A. Soggin, Introduction to the Old Testament, 200 rev. ed. (Philadelphia, 1980), p. 410. A 
theologicalfliterary content explanation (Aramaic for stories in pagan setting, Hebrew for revelations 
about Israel) is not convincing, beeause of some chapters' dissent. Zimmerman's opinion (now 
developed by many other theologians), about an original Aramaic book being later translated partially 
in Hebrew, seems not acceptable to me. We have no "complete" Aramaic text discovered, and the 
Danielic manuscript fragments of Qumr~n (1 QDan' and 1 QDanb) indicate the shift from Aramaic to 
Hebrew and back at exactly the same places as in the Masoretic text. Cf. Gerhard Hase!, op. cit. pp. 
141-143. 
85 Whatever the justification found, we must have the same explanation for the same problem in Ezra. 
The bilingual composition of Ezra (Hebrew 1:1 - 4:6; Aramaic 4:7 - 6:18; Hebrew 6:19 - 7:11; 
Aramaic 7:12 - 26; Hebrew 7:27 - 10:44) cannot be explained only on the basis of the presence of 
some official Aramaic letters, beeause the Aramaic text often extends beyond those letters intended to 
be rendered in their original language, just as in the book of Daniel. And the first official letter (the 
famous decree of Cyrus) is rendered in Hebrew. Moreover, the first change from Hebrew to Aramaic 
occurs in precisely the same literary manner (Ezra 4:6-7 cf. Dan 2:4), which is a proof that the term 
n'l?~~ in Dan 2:4 cannot be considered a later insert to indicate a late redaction, say, after the "lost" 
of the original language text. It is rather a mark of authenticity. 
Both authors lived in a strong bilingual milieu. It was so natural for them to switch from their native 
tongue to that acquired in the Exile (that in short time became the second, or even the first mother 
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tongue of the Jew), that it could have happened to change from one to another for the most banal 
motives. We see this natural phenomenon in our day, in similar circumstances; why not think so about 
the exilic and postexilic Jews? The Aramaic was the sacred language of their ancestors (Dt 26:5 Ne 
9:7) and now it was spoken by all Jews. Only late mystical-nationalistic considerations could lead to 
the idea of the unique sacredness of the Ivrith. Therefore we may logically assume (if we only admit 
the actual Danielic authorship!) that Daniel, like Ezra, naturally switched to Aramaic when he had to 
quote an originally Aramaic speaking, then naturally alike, he kept on writing in Aramaic as long as he 
remained to write at that time - or in the same emotional state for a couple of days. The terminus a 
quo of his writings I final redaction seems to be c. 536 BC for the Aramaic part (as suggested in Dan 
6:28) and c.534 BC for the Hebrew part (as suggested in Dan 10:1). We cannot negate, in principle, 
late redactions of the book, but there is sufficient evidence that old terms, no more understood in the 
2"' century BC, remained in place. 
86 KA Kitchen, op. cit., pp. 32.79. 
87 KA Kitchen, op. cit. p. 79. 
88 G. Hasel, op. cit. pp. 132-136. Hase! cites Kutscher, Coxon and others. 
89 C. Daniel, loan Acsan. Tiiblifele de argilii - scrieri din Orientul antic, Editura Minerva, Bucure~ti, 
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90 Peter W. Coxon, "Distribution of Synonyms in Biblical Aramaic," in Revue de Qumriln 36, 
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94 KA Kitchen The Aramaic of Daniel, published in DJ Wiseman etc., op. cit. pp. 44-50 
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96 G. Hase!, op. cit., p.127. 
97 We should compare the actual speed of this socio-linguistic phenomenon to what we know from 
the history of other, better known languages. The Rumanian language, for example, which is basically 
Romance with some Dacian and Slavic vocabulary, was highly influenced by French neologisms in 
the second half of the 19th century, especially through literature, and most of these terms are common 
today, replacing many of the Slavic terms that became in time archaisms. Moreover, if we count the 
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English terms imported by Romanian since 1990, together with the PC techniques and even in the 
language of politics, we may understand how a language can import loan words in the shortest time. 
The syntactic structure is, however, more conservative. Still another aspect deserves mention: the 
Romanian language incorporates in a natural way terms from French (as a Romance sister language), 
while English terms, though some of them largely used, are felt like a foreign body and rejected by 
conservative people. Some loan words may have a short life, but the necessary time of the import may 
be extremely short in conditions of wars, revolutions, changes in cultural relations, et al. 
98 In Dan 3:2, N:-:iqi::i~ (counselors) is rendered v1ldr:ov( (grandees), N:J:r;i~ (treasurers) is rendered 
ototKTJttr( (governors), and N:J::li:1"l and N~r;i~n (magistrates and judges) are rendered by a general 
phrase Kai r:ov, €1!' i(ovauJv (and those in authority). The Hebrew of Daniel contains some Persian 
words too (apadana - palace, fiatama - noblemen, patibaga - a king's portion), but no Greek term! 
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successively all the arguments raised by Driver. For example, the term n~:h~, interpreted as specific 
to the Late Hebrew, is found by Martin in earlier texts too (Nu 24:7, 1 S 20 31 et al.). The expression 
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i'DJ;ii:t n~il1) though exclusively present in Daniel and late Hebrew writings, is also shown by 
Martin to be part of a normal linguistic process found already in the oldest Hebrew books as in 
practically all languages. 
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Forschung, Bd. 144; Darmstadt, 1980, p. 48. 
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Law and the Prophets, ed. J. Skilton (Nutley, NJ, 1974), pp. 470-486. The use of an old Hebrew name 
for Babylonia, -,~Ji!i (similar to Egypt. Sangar and Ugar. Shanflar, accord to BDB), found seven 
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term is in Zee 5: 11, still in the 6th century BC. 
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Jeppesen et al. (eds.), In the Last Days - On Jewish and Christian Apocalyptic and its Period. 
Aarhus, 1994. p. 185-198. 
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106 Ibid. 
107 Compare similar statements about contemporary Christian authors in NT (2Pt 3:16 Peter about 
Paul's writings). In fact, if we think to those c. 70 years of Daniel's exile, and to the accelerating effect 
of the new circumstances, we may agree that 70 years back is a "far distant past." 
108 Nebuchadnezzar, Belshazzar or Darius Mede of the first chapters has no other similarity with 
Antiochus but what is common to all dictators. In addition, the book's heroes who learned Babylonian 
culture do not resemble any Hassid of the 2"d century BC. The first apocalyptic prophecies (chap. 2 
and 7) go certainly far beyond the Hellenistic era, through the Pagan-Christian Roman Empire down to 
God's glorious kingdom. None of the exegeses devised by the historical-critical scholarship to avoid 
the supernaturalist claim of the book is so forcefully and historically applicable as the old Rabbinical-
Patristic-Protestant view, that Rome is the main hostile force in Daniel, and Antiochus is but its 
modest foreshadow. The prophecy of the 490 years of chap. 9 is much better applicable to Jesus of 
Nazareth, the Messiah, both chronologically and theologically, while the historical-critical 
applications are but painful guesswork. The only prophecies reflecting something about Antiochus 
(chap. 8 and 11) have a lot of elements that don't fit that framework and, most of all, they lack visible 
and unmistakable cultural-historical traces from the 2"' century BCE: Where are the elephants in the 
detailed description of those battles? Moreover, why Kittim instead of Romans? Why Moab, Edom 
and Amon were so important in the 2"d century BCE? Finally, why no apocalyptic period fitE the 
actual history, if they were devised post eventum? Such questions may be multiplied. 
109 Cryer, p. 193. (Underlines mine). Thus the inner claims of the book itself, and many other "clear 
signs," including language features, lead us to just an assumption that Daniel is older than we 
believed, but when we come to certainty, the 2"' century escape is "primary data." This might be that 
faith which overthrows the mountains! To abandon it, one really needs much "decisive evidence to the 
contrary." 
110 Angel Sienz-Badillos, A History of the Hebrew Language, Cambridge University Press, 1993. 
111 Saenz-Badillos, p. 114-115. Saenz-Badillos says further that a similar position took E. Kautzsch 
(1902), an even a better analysis is that of Hurvitz (1968) who "establishes the rule that an Aramaism 
may be used as evidence that a work is late only if it occurs with some regularity in late Hebrew," and 
not isolated, but in context of other Aramaisms, with no other explanation possible for its presence 
within a text. "For example, the Aramaisms of Job and Proverbs may derive from Old Aramaic, and 
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are, therefore, very different from post-exilic Aramaisms, whereas the language of the Song of Songs 
may appear to have Aramaic features because of its origins in the Northern Kingdom." (ibid. footnote 
6). Moreover, why not possible for Israelites to inherit some old Aramaisms from their Aramaean 
ancestry (Dt 26:5)? That they took some loanwords from their northern neighbours, as other Canaan 
peoples did, even before the Babylonian exile, is not magic. 
ll
2 The conservative believer may be soothed, however, by assertions like this: "We should bear in 
mind, though, that some books written after the exile, like Ruth and Lamentations [sic] contain hardly 
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Badillos, p. 122. 
llS Ibid. 
116 Gleason Archer, Jr., A Survey of Old Testament Introduction, The Moody Bible Institute of 
Chicago, 1985, pp. 396-397. 
117 Shadrach is from Akkadian shaduraku ("ich bin sehr in Furcht versetzt"), a shortened form in which 
the name of the deity is omitted Meshach is from the Akkadian Meshaku ("ich bin gering geachtet"), 
also omitting the theophoric component. (It has a striking similarity with the known Akkadian term 
mushkennu, "ordinary people," and with the French mesquin - ital. meschino - rom. meschin, "base," 
"mean": - my observation). Abednego is from the Akkadian Abad-Nagu ("the servant of the shining 
one)". P.-R. Berger, Der Kyros-Zylinder mit dem Zusatifragment, BIN 2 Nr. 32 und die akkadischen 
Personnennamen im Danielbuch, ZA 64 (1975): 224-226, quoted by Hase!, op. cit. p. 126. Abed-Nego 
(that was considered once to be a late corruption from Abed-Nebo) was discovered in the Elephantine 
papyri dating from the 5th century BC. (E. Yamauchi, "Slaves of God" in Bulletin of the Evangelical 
Theological Society, Winter 1966, p.33). 
ll& Entry Ashpenaz. The SDA Bible Dictionary .. Available on CD. Logos Bible Software, v2.0b, 
Logos Research Systems, 1996. 
119 119. SeealsoGn 14:1.9. SDA Bible Dictionary, Arioch. 
120 Ad. Lenglet, "La structure litteraire de Daniel 2-7 ," in Biblica 53, (1972): 169-190, shows that 
chapters 2-7 form a chiasmus. See also Arthur Ferch "Single or Multiple Authorship?" in Symposium 
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on Daniel, edited by Frank Holbrook, Biblical Research Institute, General Conference of SDA, 
Washington DC, 1986, pp. 22-50. 
121 William H. Shea, "Unity of Daniel" in F. Holbrook, op. cit. pp. 165-249 .. 
122 Shea, id .. See also Jacques Doukhan, Le soupir de la terre, Vie et Sante: Dammarie Jes Lys Cedex, 
France, 1993, pp. 15. 33. 60. 80. 103. 121. 140. 171. 191. 221. 233. 256. 271. 
123 There is indeed depicted a progressive enlightenment of Nebuchadnezzar. First, he saw the success 
and progress of those Jews remained faithful to Yallweh's laws (ch. 1). Second, he experienced a 
special divine revelation explained later by Daniel (ch. 2). Third, he saw the great miracle of Yahweh 
saving His faithful from the fiery furnace (ch. 3). Fourth, he was given a last dream, a divine severe 
warning (ch. 4). We can see that the chronological sequence is also a gradual revelation of God's will 
lo him. But there is also a gradual accumulation of guilt from the king's part: after the experience of 
chapter 1, the king who humbled and plundered Jerusalem gives his best students magna cum laudae, 
but nothing is said about following their example; in chapter 2, Nebuchadnezzar recognises the 
supreme reign of Yahweh and Daniel's wisdom, even to worship him, but later he changes his mind 
and enforces worship to a wholly golden image as a loyalty oath, under the most ferocious threat, 
defying any God (ch. 3); after he publicly recognised the superiority of Yahweh over all gods 
(including himself) and even uttered an edict against any detractor of God, he continued his cruel 
(kingly!) behaviour toward captives/slaves, Jews or else, and instead of worshipping God, magnified 
himself after he built the great Babylon with his pagan temples. His gradual sinfulness toward God 
reaches its climax when he, one year after being warned of his foolish conduct, pronounces those 
famous words of boast (4:30-31). Those who think that this versatile conduct is not verisimilar are 
reminded that the same attitude is seen in many other biblical cases and not less in out times. This is 
the very nature of the sin and the human nature too, to prove that the lack of supernatural, striking 
evidence, is not the principal motive of unbelief, but one's self-pride and the ill advised reason 
snobbishly yielding to majority, common, respected traditions. 
124 See Dan 2:2.10.27, 4:7, 5:7.11, 3:2-3, 6:7, 3:5.7.10.15. 
125 A good, though short study of the book's unity is that of Arthur J. Ferch, Daniel on Solid Ground, 
Review and Herald: Washington, DC, 1988, pp. 17-26. 
126 Cf. Doukhan, Le soupir ... ., p.279, quoting from ANET, pp. 315-316 .. 
127 See ls 7:3.13, 8:1.5.7-8, 20:2, Jr 14:1.11.13.14, 18:1.5, 27:1-2, 30:1, 31:26, 32:1-2. 9-16. 26, 35:1.5, 
Ez 1:3-4, 24:22.24, Hos 1:1-4, 3:1-3, Am 1:1-2, 7:1, 8:1-2, 9:1, Mi 1:1, 3:1, Hab 1:1, 2:1-2, 3:1, Zc 
1:1.7-9, 7:1.4.8, 8:18, Rv 1:1-2.9.17, 22:8. The Revelator's phrases "!, John" and"!, Jesus"(Rev 
22:16) seem to be reminiscent of Daniel's"!, Daniel" (Dan 7:15, 8:1.15.27, 9:2, 10:2.7, 12:5) and"!, 
197 
Nebuchadnezzar" (Dan 4:4.18.34.37). Or it might be a usual, ancient expression to emphasise the 
speaker/writer's identity ("I, Paul" in 2 Cor 10:1, Gal 5:2, Eph 3:1, Col 1:23, 1 Tues 2:18, Phm 19; "I, 
Tertius" in Rom 16:22,), "I, Darius"(Ezra 6:2) "I, the king Artaxerxes" (Ezra 7:21). God Himself 
expresses a like ("I, Yahweh") in Torah (Ex 4:11, 6:8, 8:22, 12:12, 20:5, Dt 5:9) and in the Prophets 
(Is 27:3, 41:4, 42:6, 44:24, 45:7-8.19.21,48:17, 60:22, 61:8, Jer 17:10, Ez 5:13.15.17, 12:25, 14:4.7.9, 
17:24, 20:48, 21:5.17.32, 22:14, 24:14, 26:14, 30:12, 34:24.30, 35:12, 36:36, 37:14). The switch 
between the first and third person in a literary work is a powerful modality to break the monotony of 
an account and to make it living - sometimes as a distant reportage, sometimes as a close, colloquial 
narrative. Nobody would cballenge the authenticity of Jeremiah or Amos, on the basis of the two 
persons through which the authors addresses himself to the reader. 
128 Ferch, op. cit. pp. 26-31. 
129 See Froom, Prophetic Faith of Our Fathers, vol. II, Review and Herald, Washington DC, 1948, p. 
660. 
130 The problem is complicated by the scarcity of contemporary sources about the acts of Antiochus 
(just 1 and 2 Maccabees and Polybius). Scholars have several disagreements about some details and 
the sequential order of events, whether Antiochus conducted one or two campaigns against Jerusalem 
et.al. Given the divergences raised by the presently available primary sources, scholars sometimes 
round out their historical reconstruction using the book of Daniel (!). None of the periods predicted in 
Daniel (it does not matter the method of counting!) matches the exactly three years of persecution 
under Antiochus, though the author's intention is obvious and precise. Arthur Ferch, op. cit. pp. 56-61. 
131 That Antiochus was intended to be a type of another, more important persecutor is obvious from the 
following: a). he is described in chapter 8 in terms of that "little horn" grown of the fourth beast's head 
(Dan 7:8.11.20-22.25.26) which is Rome, see the following endnotes); b). his amazing exploits 
depicted in chapter 11 are said to be limited to the "three and a half times" (12:6-7, extended to 1290 
and 1335 days in v. 11-12), that is the time ascribed to the war against the saints made by the Roman 
horn in chapter 7:25. This cryptic period is clearly applied in the Revelation of John to a fierce 
persecution ahead of the Church - God's Israel (Rev 11:2-3, 12:6.14, 13:5). Daniel's prophecy was 
applied by Jesus of the synoptic Gospels to a futnre, Roman invasion (Mat 24:15.21, Mk 13:14.19, Lk 
21 :21). Paul sees in the same prophecy of Daniel, the future raise and fall of "the man of lawlessness," 
the "mystery of iniquity," a strange development that had to occur after the imperial Rome's removal 
and after the spiritual deterioration of the Church (2 Tues 2:3-12). 
We may understand Dan 11:35 and 12:9-10 as a prophetic device to hide the length of actnal 
time from the reader's eye, that the repeating natnre of this prediction might be seen later, so that 
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believers may apply it to subsequent crises: the pagan-roman, the Christian-roman and the final, 
universal one. Can you imagine the text's length of chapter 11, if the prophetic revelation had to 
disclose all subsequent events to the end of history, in the same detailed manner and rhythm as Dan 
11 :21-34? Moreover, it is perfectly possible that the seemingly short-sighted perspective of the vision 
(the little horn of chapter 8 succeeds up to the End; the contemptible king of the north in chapter 11 
experiences defeat in the End) to be a conditional aspect, so common in the classical prophecy. This 
conditional aspect should be noted also respecting Jesus' apocalypse (Mat 24:14.34-36, one 
generation), and in Paul's midrash (2 Tues 2:8 a man, not a dynasty). 
132 Interestingly enough, Daniel 11 :40 is referred in I Maccabees I :17, if one compares the two 
passages in the Greek text: 
Lxx1 M 1 17b ' " \ lii 1 ..J...., :J \ I ' ' I ''I ''I ac : ... EV rxpµctcrLv K!XL [JLE'l""'1LVJ K!XL EV L mTEUOJLV K!XL EV OJ'C011.W µqct11.W 
8 D 1140b ' " ' [ 1 ] ' t ' ' ' " ' " an : ... EV apµaaLV KaL ........... EV 1T1TEUOLV KaL EV vauaw 11011.11.a" 
... iov /fpµaaL Kat [ ...... ? .... ]EV 111110L~ 110A.A.oi~ Kat lov 11A.olot<; 
LXX Dan 11 :40b 110A.A.o i<; 
In both places we have "chariots" (/ipµrxcrtv), "horse" I "horsemen" (l mrotq' l mrlicrtv), "ships" I 
"fleets", (rrA.o[ote I vrxual.v I a~bAw) and the adjectives "many" I "great" (rroUrxi<; I TioUoic I 
µq&J.w ). But only in the Maccabean text appear the "elephants" ~A.f.cjxxcruJ.. (And there are many 
other Maccabean verses mentioning the elephants. See I Mac 11:56, 6:35.46, 2 Mac 11:4, 13:2.15, 
14:12, 15:20.21, 3 Mac. 5:1.2.4.10.20.38.45.48). The Maccabean author used obviously the Book of 
Daniel as an old prediction that was fulfilling in his time. That means, the Book of Daniel must have 
been old enough to win such authority and credibility. 
133 High theological writings about this topic are: the dissertation of Gerhard Pfandl (The Time of the 
End in the Book of Daniel, ATS Publications, Berrien Springs, MI. 1992) and the book of Jon Paulien 
(What the Bible Says About the End-Time, RHPA, Hagerstown, MD, 1994). 
134 Many scholars have drawn the close parallel between the two prophecies. In chapter 2 the human 
kingdom is opposed to the Divine kingdom, both depicted as physical elements: the first being 
symbolised by an idolatrous human image made by a succession of metals and ceramic, the second by 
an unexpected mountain stone hitting the image to shatter it. In chapter 7, the same two kingdoms are 
represented by living creatures: the human kingdom, by a succession of strange, composite wild 
beasts, in which the human image is nearly lost (the first beast have a human posture and heart, for a 
short time, and the last one has just a horn with human eyes and mouth only), and the Divine kingdom, 
embodied by a "son of man" (a human), the representative head of all saints of God. In chapter 2, the 
world's kingdoms are represented numerically by four metallic parts, the fourth being more complex, 
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mixed and having toes (obviously, ten) from the same mixed material. Correspondingly, in chapter 7 
we have also four beasts (kingdoms), the fourth having ten horns. 
Further, in chapter 2, we note a decreasing value of the metals and a lowering from head to feet, in 
parallel with an obvious increasing in strength, hardness and industrial usefulness. Correspondingly, in 
chapter 7 we see a decreasing in harmlessness and increasing ferocity from the first to the last beast 
(lion with human heart, a carnivorous voracious bear, a four-winged four-headed leopard and an 
incomparable monster that crushes, tears and destroys everything). William Shea points to the use of 
similar Aramaic terms, comparing the corresponding symbols for the fourth kingdom in both chapters: 
~'i'J:I strong (2:40, 7:7), ':in~ iron (2:40, 7:7.19) and Pi'"\ breaks (2:40, 7:19.23). Shea, op. cit. p. 
171. 
In both chapters we may see some reticence toward using in a distinctive way the word "kingdom". 
"King" is preferred, as if the heavenly inspiration wished to hide the historical long time that had to 
pass. However, in both prophecies we was given some hints and clues of the extensive meaning of 
"king," to understand "kingdom". In chapter 2, the first symbol is applied to Nebuchadnezzer himself, 
but the subsequent phases are clearly named kingdoms, quite different from one another, the last two 
ruling and breaking "all [the earth]" (2:39-40) which could not be said of the Chaldean successors of 
Nebuchadnezzar. In chapter 7, the four beasts are interpreted as "kings" in a first stage (7:17), but later 
the fourth is called a "kingdom" (7 :23), which is a clue to understand that actually all four beasts are 
kingdoms, and hereby a suggestion to properly understand the 10-11 horns. 
135 Froom cites scores of Jewish and Christian exegetes who understood the fourth beast to be Rome. 
The earliest of them are: lohanan ben Zakai, Rabbi Akiba (the idea will be preserved in Talmud, 
Targums and Midrash), Josephus (an eloquent, cautious avoiding of this application), Rabbi Eliezer, 
Saadia Gaon, Jepheth ibn Ali, Rashi, Abraham ibn Ezra, Maimonides, Gersonides, Abrabanel, Joseph 
ben David, Manasseh ben Israel, Pseudo-Barnabas, the author of II Esdras, Irenaeus, Tertullianus, 
Hippolytus, Victorinus, Lactantius, Eusebius Panphyli, Athanasius, Cyril, Aphraates, Chrysostom, 
Isidore of Pelusium, Sulpicius Severus, Jerome, Theodoret. (L.R. Froom. op. cit. vol. I, p. 199-204.456 
and vol. II, pp. ch. 8-10). In support of this classic view, Young says: 
It is probably correct to say that the traditional view is that this fourth empire is Rome. This 
was expressed as early as the time of Josephus, and it has been held very widely. We may 
mention Chrysostom, Jerome, Augustine, Luther, and Calvin as expounders, or at least 
adherents, of this position. In later times such great believing scholars as E. W. Hengstenberg, 
H. Ch. Hilvernick, Carl Paul Caspari, Karl Friedrich Keil, Edward Pusey and Robert Dick 
Wilson. (E. J. Young, The Messianic Prophecies of Daniel, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans 
Publishing Co., 1954, p. 17). 
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136 See comments on the fourth beast of Dan 7 and its horns p. 77-92. 
137 See historical-critical theories in the exegesis of Daniel 7, p. 68. 
138 Joyce G. Baldwin, Daniel, IntervarsityPress, 1978, p.161. 
139 Grabbe, op. cit. p. 137. 
140 Mc 13:32, IP 1:12. 
141 Dan4:17, 10:12-14.20, 11:1. 
142 Dan 2:28, Is 44:6-7, Ps 139:16. 
143 Ex 4:21, 7:2-4.13-14.22, 8.19, 9:7.12, 10:1.20.27, 11:10, 14:4.8.17, Dt 2:30, Mt 13:14-15, Jn 
12:39-40, 2S 24:1, !Ch 21:1, 27:24, IK 22:19-23, Lam 13:37-38; Ex 8:15.32, 9:34-35, IS 6:6, Ps 
95:8, ls 46 12, Ez 2:4-5, Dan 5:20, Mc 6 51-52, 8:17-18. See also Dt 30:19. 
144 Rm5:13.20, 3:20, 7:7-11. 
145 Rm 2:14-16. 
146 
.See Jr. ch 18. It is a pity that most conservative people, including theologians, pay not real 
attention to the hermeneutic implications of the great Jeremianic passage. When God reveals that this 
is His way and purpose in revealing the future, one cannot disregard and call him- I herself believer. 
Perhaps we have to expect more from liberals than from fundamentalists respecting this problem. 
147 Jon 3:2.4, 3:10, 4:1-4.11. 
148 2K 22:20, 23:29. 
149 See ls 19:19-25, Jer 31:38-40, Ez 37:22-25, chapters 40-48. 
150 Dan 4:27. 
151 N. K. Gottwald. The Hebrew Bible - a Socio-literary Introduction, Forttess Press, Philadelphia, 
1985, p. 595. 
152 P. R. Davies, however, referring to such understanding in Collins's assertion (that the wise of 
Daniel are uninterested in political ambitions, seeking instead "purity and communion with angels") 
finds it "a little as perverse". Philip R. Davies, Reading Daniel Sociologically, in Bibliotheca 
Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium, CV!, The Book of Daniel in the Light of New Findings, 
A.S. van der Woude (Editor), Leuven University Press, 1993, p. 355; John J. Collins, Was the Dead 
Sea Sect an Apocalyptic Movement? in Lawrence Schiffman (Editor), Archaeology and History in the 
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Dead Sea Scrolls, Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha, Supplement Series 8, JSOT/ ASOR 
Monographs 2. pp. 25-51. 
153 This is obviously a conjectural chronology, because the 4th chapter of Daniel is not dated. I only 
suppose that such event must have occurred in the last years of his reign, when the new Babylon was 
rebuilt, and after most of his expeditions being achieved (which is suggested also by the prophetic 
"cartoon" in Dan 7:4: the kingdom's "wings" plucked, its "heart" changed into a human heart, the 
standing, humanlike position, build on Nebuchadnezzar's experience, for the king is the kingdom's 
heart). 
154 Istoria lumii fn date, Editura Enciclopedica Romiinii, Bucure~ti, p.14. 
155 The Danielic story is attested by Xenophon who says that "while the men of Cyrus were doing these 
works [trenches to derive the Euphrates' waters] the enemies ascended on [Babylon's] fortifications 
mocked them, because they had provisions for more than twenty years."[ ... ] "The trenches were now 
dug, when Cyrus heard reports that the city was feasting and all dwellers of Babylon did nothing else 
but drinking and carousing."[ ... ] "Hurrying, they came in front of the royal palace" ... "Thus they came 
to the king, whom they found standing ready, with a dagger out of the sheath. Men of Gadatas and 
Gobryas (Gubaru) killed him too ... " (Xenophon, op. cit. VII, 5:13-30, pp. 312-315). 
156 Waterhouse, op. cit. 184. This is among the best studies on the topic. 
157 This is obvious from Isaiah's prophecies (Is. 44:28-45:6) where Yahweh calls Cyrus "My shepherd," 
"My anointed one," and from the Revelator's visions of the end (cf. Rev 16:12, 19:11-16), where the 
mystical end-time Babylon is taken by surprise, after a "draining" of its "waters" (Rev 17: 1.15). 
158 Dan 4:27, Jer 34:14-22. We may see how the divine warnings for the Jews were gradually 
intensified, by prophetic short-time fulfilled messages and by successive punishment blows. In the 
same manner, Nebuchadnezzar was gradually enlightened and warned, and gradually accumulated 
guilt. See note 123. 
159 See in Symposium on Daniel, pp. 22-50, 171.187. 248. Jacques. Doukhan, Le soupir de la terre, 
Vie et Sante, Dammarie-les-Lys, France, 1993, p. 15. 
160 Norman Gottwald, The Hebrew Bible, p. 584. v 
161 Ferch. p. 41, in Symposium on Daniel, p. 41. 
162 See F. Field, Origenis Hexapla, II, Georg O!rns Verlagsbuchhandlung, Hildesheim 1964, p. 921. 
163 SeeJer 4:11-12, 49:36, 51:1-2. 
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IM - · 1!1i1p 'NipO -l111!1171' etc., Propheten, Tom 1. Druck und Verlag von Pessel Balaban, Lemberg, 
1867; and '?Np'11', Propheten, Tom 9. Druck und Verlag von Pessel Balaban, Lemherg, 1878. 
165 The root l'i as noun or verb appears in such places: Gn 6:3, 34:1, 49:16, Dt 17:8, 32:36, IS 2:10, 
24:16, 2S 19:10, Job 35:14, 36:31, Ps 7:9, 9:9, 72:2, 96:10, 110:6, 135:14, Pr 22:10, 29:7, 31:8, 50:4, 
Ee 6:10, Is 3:13, Jer 5:28, 21:12, 30:13, Zee 3:7. According to BDBG 192, it is found in Assyrian too, 
thus it is an old Semitic root, not an Aramaism. 
166 Stefanovic, op. cit. p. 110. 
167 Eduard Sachau. Aramiiische Papyrus und Ostraka. Leipzig. J. C. Hinrichs'sche Buchhandlung, 
1911. p. 50. 
168 See also Arthur J. Ferch. The Son of Man in Daniel 7 (doctoral dissertation, vol. 6). Andrews 
University Press, Berrien Springs, MI 1983, p. 167. Ferch's thesis is an exhaustive and very balanced 
analysis on this subject. 
169 See BDBG, 1102. Cf. the Targum of Jonathan and the G. Dalman's Grammatik des Judisch-
Aramiiischen (2nd ed., 1905); see also BDBG 1086, § 5085, which cites Dalman for the occurrence of 
the prep. l'l:l in the Galilean Aramaic. So Holladay 413, who adds the variant reading 7Tr1 lil:;i. 
170 8 reads EV -ri'J E~H µou in my body, which shows dependence on the corrupted spelling. 
171 It is not only a literary-contextual interpretation within Dan 7, but the NT understanding. of this 
messianic-apocalyptic feature: 2Tim 2:12, Rev 2:26-27, 3:21, 20:6, 22:5d. 
172 Cf Rev 20:4. 
173 The Aramaic uses the expression m.o i:ll.TnO Nl''1 judgement be executed upon him (Ezra 7:26) 
"' •: ; • T -
when it deals with condemnation. Though it is a different verb used, it is interesting to observe that it 
is followed by the prep. JO which is usually in contrast with 7 . 
174 Arthur Ferch, op. cit. p. 170. 
175 Gn 14:18-20 (the Canaanite king Malki-tzedeq), Nu 24:16 (the Aramean prophet Balaam), Dt 32:8 
(Moses, speaking about the world's nations), 2S 22:14, Ps 7:18, 9:3, 18:14, 21:8, 46:5, 47:3, 50:14, 
57:3, 73:11, 77:11, 78:17.35.56, 82:6, 83:19, 87:5, 89:28, 91:1.9, 92:2, 97:9, 107:11 (poetic synonym 
for Yahweh, the Suprem King, God of David, doing justice against his ennemies), Is 14:14 (the king 
of Babylon speaks), Lam 3:35.38. 
176 The Revelation, in the first century of this era, portrays the ten horns of the beast as kings who did 
not yet receive the kingdom (Rev 17:12). 
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177 See Field, op. cit. 922. 
178 See BDBG 1084 for the Aramaic term and p. 115 for the same root in Hebrew. The basic meaning 
is wear out, use up to destruction (Job 13 :28, Ps 32:3). 
179 See Rt 1:13,Est9:1, Ps 104:27, 119:116.166, 145:15, 146:5, ls 38:18. 
180 See Ne 2: 13.15. 
181 Field, op. cit. 923. 
182 Cf. Menahem P. Mandel , Millon lvri-Romani (Hebrew-Romanian Dictionary). Histaderuth 
Hannashim Ha'ivriyoth be-Romania. (No year of publication). p. 254. The root i::lO is marked with 
asterisk(*) to indicate its Aramaic origin. 
183 Dan 2:9.13.15, Ezra 7:26, 8:36, Est 2:8, 3:8.14.15, 4:3.8, 8:13.14.17, 9:1.13.14 (royal verdict, 
edict, order), Ezra 7:12.14. 21.25.26 (of your God), Dan 6:6 (of his God), Dan 6:9.13.16, Est 
1 :.13.15 .19, 4: 11.16 (of Medes and Persians), Est 1:8, 2: 12, (the custom, the regulation). 
184 BDBG 1091, § 2166. 
185 For 1'Jill, according to the suggestion of BDBG, p. 1105, § 5732, which follows Bevan and 
Gunkel. For t:l'ill1~, BDBG 417, § 4150, is cited Briggs implying the same reading in the equation of 
the whole formula to three years and a half. Origen's Hexapla gives the same suggestion: tempora 
(duo annos). See Field, op. cit. 933. Note the next apocalyptic period from v. 11, the "1290 days"(= 3 
years+ 7 months) which is roughly three years and a half.. The NT Apocalypse agrees on this equation 
("42 months": Rev 11:2, "1260 days": 11:3, "1260 days": 12:6, "one time, times and half of a 
time":l2:14, "42 months": 13:5). 
186 This is not unusual, because terms like n::iw Sabbath I week, and Wiri month, new moon day, had 
the same double function. BDBG (1105) § 5732.2 renders it as definite time= year (as modern Greek 
XPOVOi;). 
187 0 has: .... were given to the saints of the Most High; and his kingdom is an everlasting kingdom .... 
VUL,: detur populo sanctorum Altissimi cuius regnum regnum sempiternum est .. were given to the 
people of the saints of the Most High whose kingdom is an everlasting kingdom ... 
188 Because 'liO means also end, consummation, LXX "translated": \'wi; Ko:-co:o-cpo¢fji; wD AOyou ... 
until the catastrophe of the word ... (sic), which is hardly believable. 
189 BDBG, p. 1091. 
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190 This may be an influence of the book of Daniel, in a literary context where Luke mentions Gabriel, 
Messiah the Lord, etc., or it may be a usual Hebrew expression. 
0 Dan 7:28 Ka\. i:o pfjµa Ev i:ji Kapli[I)'. µou auvnftp11aa 
Lk 2.19 ... aUVEi:fjpEL i;/,. pftµarn ... EV i:ji KapliCI)'. aui:fjc; 
Lk 2.51 ... OLE'l:TtpEL ... i:iY. pftµarn EV i:ji KapliCI)'. autfjc; 
191 Scores of old Protestant and conservative Evangelical commentators used the same logic of 
comparison, though reading Daniel according to its natural order: first chapters 2 and 7, then 
interpreting chapter 8 (and the subsequent) according to chapter 7. 
192 H. H. Rowley, Darius the Mede and the Four World Empires in the Book of Daniel, Cardiff: 
University of Wales Press Board, 1935. 
193 Desmond Ford, Daniel, Southern Publishing Association, Nashville, TN, 1978. p. 40. 
194 Sec in Charles H. Wright, Daniel and His Prophecies, London: William and Norgate, 1906, p. 154. 
195 Ernest Lucas, "The Origin of Daniel's Four Empires Scheme Re-examined," in Tyndale Bulletin, 
Tyndale House, Cambridge, 40 (1989) p. 192. The same logic is apparent with Montgomery and 
Heaton. E. W. Heaton, Daniel (London 1972), p. 192. Concerning the Median Empire see J. M. 
Diakonoff, "The Median Empire" in I. Gershevitch (ed.) The Cambridge History of Iran II 
(Cambridge 1981), pp. 110-148. Lucas compared the apocalyptic schemes of Dan 2 and 7 with the 
Sibylline oracles and t11e Zoroastrian sources and concluded that the Danielic sequence of empires "is 
probably not an adaptation of that found in Sibylline Oracle 4, but reflects the historical experience of 
the Jewish and Israelite exiles in the Eastern Dispersion." Id. p. 201. 
196 Id. 193-194. 
197 02 Id. p. 2 . 
198 D. Flusser, "The Four Empires in the Fourth Sibyl and in the Book of Daniel," in JOS 2, 1972, 
p.148-175. 
199 Josephus, Antiquities, X. 209f, 276f. 
200 The table is copied from Marcel Popa & Boria Matei, Mica enciclopedie de istorie universa/ii, 
Editura Stiin\ifica ~i Enciclopedica, Bucure~ti 1983, p. 676-677. 
201 For all this information I am indebted first to the monumental work of Leroy E. Froom, Prophetic 
Faith of Our Fathers, vol. I, Review and Herald, Washington DC, 1978, pp. 227-453. 
205 
202 Don Isaac Abrabanel, Wells of Salvation, well 8, palm-tree 5. All these Jewish commentators are 
discussed by Froom op. cit. vol. II, 1948, pp. 184-202, with a complete table at p. 194. 
203 Froom op. cit. vol. I, pp. 573-580, 609-615, 653, 685-764. 
204 Froom op. cit. vol. II, pp. 17-101. 
205 Froom op. cit. vol. I, pp. 796-806. 
206 Froom op. cit. vol. II, pp. 588-596. 
207 The historical data are from Istoria lumii In date, p. 14-17, 29-34. 
208 
'This meaning of iron+ clay, though not explained in the text, has its inherent logic. Desmond Ford 
(op. cit. 99) made the same application. Jacques Doukhan (op. cit. 49-51) understands the expression 
"potter's clay" as a reference to human beings in relationship with their Creator. Concerning the 
expression "they will mingle through human seed (NllilN llil:::l Dan 2:43) it should be understood as 
opposed to Cl':1'?N llil "divine seed" (="sons of God," see Mal 2:15). 'This is the same oposition 
apparent in On 6, when the mingling between the "sons of God" (godly men I sons of Seth) and 
"daughters of Adam" (carnal descendants of Adam, ungodly, fallen I sons of Cain). 
209 As, for instance, is not intended to see the two arms of the statue representing respectively Medes 
and Persians (to say nothing about their fingers), or the thighs representing, say, Seleucids and 
Ptolemies, or the feet representing the Eastern and Western Roman Empire. There is no historical-
geographical continuity between the two greater divisions of the Hellenistic Empire and the two 
di visions of the Roman Empire. Furthermore, the two legs represent the unitary phase of the Empire. 
Some conservative people play with such symbols beyond the apparent intention of the author. 
210 Nu 14:22, lS 1:8, 2K 20:9, 2Ch 4:6-8 (instead of the original unique pieces), Jb 19:3, Q 7:19, Is 
5:10, Am 10:9, Zee 8:23, (Mt 25:1.28, Lk 15:8, 19:30, Rv 2:10). 
211 Which type again is developed in Revelation (2:20-22, 17:1-18). 
212 
"3 Y, times I years" (Dan 7:25, 12:7). The NT only renders explicitly this time as 3 \!2 years (Lk 
4:25, Jm 5: 17), which roughly agrees with the OT record ("in the 3" year" - from Elijah's prediction -
1 K 18:1), if we properly assume that Elijah made his prediction after the passing of the natural 
Palestinian six months of dry season. 
213 lK 16:30-33, 17:1 etc., 18:1-4.10.13 etc., lK 21:25-26. 2K 9:7-10. 
214 There are important criteria to narrow the search. One should not count all Barbarian tribes that 
overrode the imperial boundaries, but only the state formations they finally constituted, since they 
joined upon other reasons but tribal kinship to form new states. We also should not count parts of the 
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Empire still administered by Roman forces, such as the Eastern (Byzantine) Empire, some very 
ephemeral powers like the "kingdom" of Syagrius (in fact a Roman general who tried for a time lo 
keep the Roman administration in Gallia), or kingdoms like that of Huns, Gepides, A vars et al., which 
moved not their principal residence within the Empire's limits, and could not be foundational for the 
Christian Europe. All horn-kingdoms we count, must be "Christian," in order to be a good candidate 
for a place in the royal decade. 
215 All data in this table come from different sources combined and compared, such as: Marcel Popa 
& Horia Matei, Mica enciclopedie de istorie universald, Editura Stiinpfica ~i Enciclopedici\, Bucure~ti 
1983: lstoria lumii fn date, Editura Enciclopedica Rorniinii; Microsoft Encarta Encyclopedia 99, F. J. 
Foakes-Jackson, 'The New West and Gregory the Great," in An Outline of Christianity (New York: 
Bethlehem Publishers, 1926), Vol. 2, pp. 149..-152.215; Ernest Barker, "Italy and the West, 410-476," 
chap. 14 in The Cambridge Medieval History, Vol. I (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1936), 
pp. 430, 431. Edward Gibbon, The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, ed. by J. B. 
Bury, chap. 39, Vol. 4 (London: Methuen & Co., 1898). Ammianus Marcellinus, Istorie romand, 
translated and annotated by Prof. David Popescu, Editura ~tiintifica ~i enciclopedica, Bucure~ti, 1982. 
216 The application of the phrase in Daniel 7:25, "to change times (feasts) and Law", to Rome's genius 
of controlling any calendar and tradition in the Christian world, is self-evident to the careful readers of 
Church history. Especially in older publications, even in its catechisms, the Roman Church made clear 
that its supreme control over the feasts (including the Biblical day of worship) is a mark of its God 
given authority: 
Q. But has the Church a power to make any alterations in the commandments of God? 
A. The commandments of God, as far as they contain his eternal law, are unalterable and 
indispensable; but as to whatever was only ceremonial, they cease to oblige, since the Mosaic 
law was abrogated by Christ's death. Hence, as far as the commandment obliges us to set aside 
some part of our time for the worship and service of our Creator, it is an unalterable and 
unchangeable precept of the eternal law, in which the Church cannot dispense: but forasmuch 
as it prescribes the seventh day in particular for this purpose, it is no more than a ceremonial 
precept of the old law, which obligeth not Christians. And therefore, instead of the seventh 
day, and other festivals appointed by the old law, the Church has prescribed the Sundays and 
holydays to be set apart for God's worship; and these we are now obliged to keep in 
consequence of God's commandment, instead of the ancient Sabbath. 
Cf. Richard Challoner, The Catholic Christian Instructed, New York: E. Dunigan and 
Brother, 1853), p. 211. 
217 
"In a letter to Anastasius on the relationship between church and state, Gelasius formulated his 
influential "two swords" theory-the doctrine that the pope and the emperor enjoy equal authority in 
their respective spheres of competence. This doctrine was frequently cited in the conflicts between the 
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church and the Holy Roman Empire during the Middle Ages (5th century to 15th century)." Encarta 
99, Gelasius I, Saint. According to Encyclopedia Encarta, the early medieval Papacy begins with 
Gelasius. 
218 Euseviu Popovici, Istoria Bisericeasca Universali'i, vol II, traducere Atanasie Mrionescu, Cernica, 
1926, p. 73. The famous Dictates of Gregory VII, refer to Symmachus as the first precedent. 
219 In short after some pastoral letters sent in a Balcanic area, a great rebellion arose there led by 
general Vitalian who marched toward Constantinople, forced Anastasius to abdicate and established 
Justin and Justinian, two philo-papal emperors who, practically, governed together. Popovici, op. cit. 
85-86.142. Encarta 99, Anastasius, Catholic Encyclopedia, Symmachus. 
220 Paul Hutchinson and Winfred E. Garrison, 20 Centuries of Christianity: A Concise History (1st 
ed.), by Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., New York. 1959 pp. 119, 120. 
221 Encyclopaedia Britannica says on this subject: 
The moral authority of the papacy, then [i.e. under Vigilius, 537-555] had suffered a 
considerable setback, and Justinian's "pragmatic sanction" of 554 may have been intended as a 
measure of compensation for it. By this act the emperor acknowledged, confirmed and 
increased the temporal power of the pope, who was henceforth to have a voice in the 
nomination of the governors of the Italian provinces of the empire and to participate in the 
control of their finances. The pope became the official protector of the civil population against 
the depredations of the military, against extortion by the tax collectors and against abuse of 
power by the administration. The successor of Vigilius was Pelagius I, who made resolute use 
of the pope's new rights organizing the temporal government of the territory over which he 
was actually sovereign and setting the papacy on the road to real political power. This power 
was to grow so rapidly that Gregory the Great could write, a few years later: "I should like to 
know whether the pope, in this world, is a spiritual leader or a temporal king." (Underlines 
mine) Encyclopaedia Britannica 17 (1970), Papacy (p. 244). 
To be observed, the "pragmatic sanction" does not creates this power, it only confirms, recognises and 
increases it. About the Papal States, the same work agrees: 
From the 4•h century onward the Roman Church was the recognized proprietor of extensive 
estates throughout and even beyond Italy, but it held these patrimonia in the manner of a 
landowning corporation. By the middle of the 8'h century, however the Lombards had overrun 
most of Italy. The Duchy of Rome was then still theoretically dependent on the Byzantine 
or East Roman Empire, but the Byzantines could not protect the duchy, within which the 
bishops of Rome, supported by their clergy, exercised an authority counterbalancing that 
of the local barons and their army. (Underlines mine) Encyclopaedia Britannica 17, Papal 
States, ( 1970), p. 276. 
222 Popovici, op. cit. p. 58; Encarta 99, Code Napoleon. 
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223 
"The Council of Orleans (538), while protesting against an excessive Sabbatarianism, forbade all 
field work under pain of censure; and the Council of Macon (585) laid down that the Lord's Day 'is 
the day of perpetual rest, which is suggested to us by the type of the seventh day in the law and the 
prophets,' and ordered a complete cessation of all kinds of business. How far the movement had gone 
by the end of the 6th cent. is shown by a letter of Gregory the Great (pope 590--604) protesting against 
the prohibition of baths on Sunday." According to M. G. Glazebrook, "Sunday," in James Hastings, 
ed., Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1928), Vol. 12, pp. 
!05, !06. 
224 Through its traditional teaching, that claim the monopoly of religious truth, Papal Rome 
manipulated all medieval thought and politics, so that it is accountable in a large measure for all evil 
the other horns did under its influence and supervision. Thus, this "Christian" empire so divided and 
Barbarian followed the spiritual tradition of Nero, Domitian, Diocletian and Justinian with fervour 
surpassing all pagan kingdoms. Conversions by sword, political and spiritual blackmail, crusades 
against the "pagans," crusades against "heretics," then those diabolic inquisitions that lasted and 
increased throughout many centuries, wars against nations that wanted to escape its rule, and this is 
not all. Because the old time persecutions had many, "disciplinary" and oppressive means to convince 
the conscience. Other Christian countries, Orthodox or Protestant have also persecuted and killed for 
"the truth." They are certainly horns of the same beast and have their own responsibility. But while a 
Hitler went and gone, while Protestants sometimes punished and killed heretics, as they kept yet other 
traditional elements from Rome, no political power was so insistent in crushing all ideological and 
political opposition. What is Antiochus IV, exegetically and historically, when compared with this 
seraphic and monstrous "Holy See"? 
This is not an anti-Catholic pamphlet, nor an exercise of hatred toward any individual that happens to 
fill the so-called apostolic chair. Unfortunately, this is just Christian history. It is the saddest chapter 
of the universal history, which tends unjustly to be overlooked, paving the way for new surprises. 
Papacy has certainly its good featnres, as all beastly kingdoms mentioned in chapter 7 had in their time 
(for example, some kings were favourable to God's people or even were themselves believers). 
However, if it is true, that Satan moved successively his throne (and chair) from Babylon through 
Persia and the Hellenistic Empire, he then certainly made Rome his permanent, though not single 
residence. Moreover, good or bad, all terrestrial order is given by God to maintain justice among 
people. Therefore, the political as the religious office deserve the believers' respect. Dt 23:7, Jr 29:7, 
Rm 13:1-11, lP 2:13. Rome, pagan or Christian, and its successional states did also good service to 
humanity. Moreover, the Pope as individual or as a ruler should be looked upon through Daniel's eyes 
at Nebuchadnezzar. On the other hand, we should not forget that sinning against the principle of 
209 
Christian love and tolerance means rebellion against God, no matter how ortbodox and venerable are 
one's tenets and church membership. 
225 !Mac 1:22 (143 SE Antiochus sacked the Temple and attacked the Jews), 30 (145 SE the tax-
collector sent in Judea). 57 (Kislew 15, 145 SE Temple profaned by pagan cult), 4:52 (Kislew 25, 148 
SE, Temple cleansed and rededicated), 6:16 (149 SE, Antiochus dies). Thus, we have exactly 3 years 
(c.1090 days) for the temple's profanation, but 5 years at least, if we begin to count from the first 
attack of Antiochus upon the Jews. 
226 The most comprising work that deal at large with each apocalyptic exegete to the first half of the 
19"' century, are the four volumes of L. E. Froom, The Prophetic Faith of Our Fathers, Review and 
Herald, Washington DC, 1950/1798.(vol. I), 1948 (vol. II), 1946 (vol. Ill), 1982 (vol. IV). Among the 
personalities cited to have used this hermeneutic key are: Nahawendi (9"' cent.), Saadia ben Joseph (d. 
942), Joachim de Floris (<I. 1202), Pierre Jean d'Olivi (d. 1288), Rashi, Nahmanides (13th cent.), 
Arnold de Villanova (sec. 13), Nicolaus de Lyra (d. 1340), Jan Milicz (d. 1374), John Wyclif (d 
1384), Walter Brute (14Th cent.), Nicolaus Cusanus, Rashbaz (sec 15), Don Isaac Abravanel. In the 
Protestant era there was a host of personalities that continued this theological heredity: Luther, 
Melanchton, Tb. Cranmer, John Napier, Drue Cressener (17th cent.), Johann Petri (18"' cent.) and 
many others. This hermeneutic tool became in time a standard Protestant method and, contrary to 
popular opinion, it was used nearly unanimously among evangelicals in the first half of the 19th 
century. It was known also in the Eastern-Ortbodox Church in the time of the fall of Constantinople. 
For example, Sphrantzes relates how Byzantine scholars in the year 1453 and on, used to apply even a 
time prophecy, like the additional year given to Kedar (Arabic people) from Is 21:16, to the Ottoman 
domination over the Greeks, that would last about 365 years. (Cf. Georgios Sphrantzes, Memorii, 
Editura Stiin\ificii, Bucure~ti). 
In the great American millennarian agitation between 1840-1844, William Miller, one of the 
fathers of modern Adventism used to say: "in accordance with the opinions of all the standard 
Protestant commentators." And he referred particularly to Joseph Mede, Sir Isaac Newton and Thomas 
Newton. Therefore, when Dr. Bush publicly rejected Miller's conclusions, he did not reject his 
method: 
In taking a day as the prophetic term for a year, I believe you are sustained by the soundest 
exegesis, as well as fortified by the high names Mede, Sir. I. Newton, Bishop Newton, Kirby, 
Scott, Keith and a host of others. 
Quoted in Kai Arasola, The End of Historicism (doctoral thesis), University of Uppsala, 1990, p. 88. 
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227 W. Shea, Selected Studies on Prophetic Interpretation, edited by Frank Holbrook, Biblical 
Research Institute, 1992, pp. 66-93, D. Ford, Daniel, pp. 300-305. These are probably the most 
important on this topic. 
228 Gn 7:4, 8:6, 50:3, Jon 3:4, Ex 24:18, lK 19:8, Jd 3:11, 5:31, 8:21, 13:1. 
229 Gn 1-2, Ex 20:9-10, Lv 25:4 .. 
230 Lv 23:15-16, 25:8-10 .. 
231 Dt 32:7, Jb 10:5, 15:20, 32:7, 36:11, Ps 77:5, 90:9-10. 
232 It must not be inferred that the prophet had to lay down unmoved all this time. That was an object 
lesson for the Jews who visited him. The implication is that they must find him in that specific 
position whenever they visited him. 
233 It is beyond the scope and purpose of this paper to propose an historical identification of these 
periods. It is a particularly difficult task. However, the time scale used here, does not depend on a 
complete understanding of the historical application. 
234 In fact the book of Revelation borrowed much from Ezekiel's imagery, even Daniel with Ezekiel 
are similar in their thematic, in some important motifs: Judgement on Jerusalem and on nations, God's 
overwhelming glory, an enemy from the north, a new temple, restoration, etc. 
235 Ezekiel refers to Daniel as to an already famous man of God, standing alone against the popular 
tide of his day (like Noah and Job: Ez 14:20), and as a top model of wisdom (Ez 28:3), whom God 
ironically compared the prince of Tyre. The probable dates of these oracles of Ezekiel are: 591 BC (Ez 
8:1) and 586 BC (Ez 24:1). That means quite short but sufficient time for Daniel to have become 
famous among his people in the Babylonian Diaspora. 
236 See the exegesis of Daniel 9:25-27 at pp. 159-179 and the bibliography attached there. 
237 Dan 7:25, 12:7, Rv 11:2.3, 12:6.14, 13:5. 
238 The only problem is that it still adheres to the same basic tenets, that once made its fateful-hateful 
majesty. In the sight of Dumnezeu, repentance is more than a new strategy. 
239 Froom, op. cit. vol. II, pp. 723-730. 
240 Froom, vol. II, p. 741. 
241 Froom, vol. II, p. 684. 
242 Froom, vol. II, p. 645. Fleming referred to the wars of Justinian in Italy to make room for the 
pope's exaltation. But his date was only approximate. 
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243 Froom, op. cit. vol. II, pp. 765-782. 
244 Because of this amateur approach to this matter, the real significance of the date 5 38 in the history 
of Europe and Papacy, was hardly detected. To this day, even the few remaining historicists interpret 
the date in ecclesiastical rather than political terms. Papacy began to develop long time before 538 and 
it had not a prominent nose before 600 or even before the 11"' century. Yet, in 538 it has its first 
beginnings as a temporal power. This is what the symbol horn requires. 
245 Froom, vol. II, p. 412. We only assume that Jewel, as an ardent Protestant, agreed with the standard 
year/day position of his time. 
246 Junior Proctor of the University of Cambridge, published The Judgments of God upon the Roman 
Catholick Church (London). Froom, vol. II, pp. 588-596. 
247 Froom, vol. II, p. 596. Underlines mine. 
248 Ibid. 
249 Cressener's reckoning confirmed, 109 years before the event, the year~day scale and the historical 
identification of the little horn, rendering justice in the same time, to the authentic and inspired 
prophecy of Daniel. Compared to such hermeneutics, biblically and historically supported, both 
rationalist-preteristic suppositions and the fundamentalist-futuristic fantasies have no persuading 
breath. Thus Cressener was not only a good exegete of this time prophecy; he was practically a 
prophet, relying on the Biblical apocalyptic, a prophet of Reason. And like most prophets, his findings 
did not meet a large acceptance before they have been fulfilled. Today, it is the saddest time for this 
fulfilled prophecy. Worse than rejected, it is simply ignored or even forgotten. 
250 J. Doukhan, Le soupir .. ., p. 170. 
251 Pfandl, op. cit. p. 166. For this solution, Pfandl refers also Fiebig, Paul W. J. Der Menschensohn. 
Jesu Selbstbeyeichnung mit besonderer Berucksichtigung des aramiiischen Sprachgebrauches fiir 
"Mensch". Tlibingen: J.C.B. Mohr (P. Siebeck), 1901, p.77; Feuillet, Andre. "Fils de l'homme". 
Caiholicisme, 4 (1956): 1295-1302. p. 195 n. l; et al. 
252 Stet · . 110 anov1c, op. cit. p. . 
m This fundamental Christian truth based on Dan 7, defines Christianity as an apocalyptic movement 
as some observed. 
254 See on Dan 10:5-6.21 comp. Rev 1:12-18. 
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255 The expression ... Clip :iip [;'!] come near to is used also for a royal audience in a 5lh century BCE 
Aramaic papyrus: '.:l'iNl'iJO Clip Trl:iip I presented you before Sennacherib. Eduard Sachau. 
Aramiiische Papyrus und Ostraka. Leipzig. J.C. Hinrichs'scheBuchhandlung, 1911. p. 50. 
256 See also Arthur J. Ferch. The Son of Man in Daniel 7 (doctoral dissertation, vol. 6). Andrews 
University Press, Berrien Springs, MI 1983, p. 167. Perch's thesis is an exhaustive and very balanced 
analysis on this subject. 
257 . L. rl17~~~ 2Ch 7:1, 2Ch 29:29, Ezra 9:1, Dt 31:24, Jos 8:24. f!:l~ Ps 2:9, 137:9, lK 5:23, Jr 13:14, 
48:12, ls 27:9, Jr 51:20-23, Jg 7:19. i' - here, figuratively, power (cf. Holladay, 128. strength, Dt 
' 
32:26, Jos 8:20; power, Pr 18:21, 2K 13:5). The same meaning is intended in Dan 8:4.7, 11:41. The 
expression is synonymous to -Jjiil i::n!J break the arm of. .. (Ps 10:15, Jr 48:25, Dan 11:22 et al.). See 
also Jr 8:21, 14:17, La 3:48, where the metaphor of crush I break is applied to God's people, meaning 
either destruction, or affliction. 
258 W. Shea has a detailed study on this topic in Selected Studies .. ., pp. 1-29. Some simple OT 
passages are immediately relevant concerning seemingly useless divine proceedings: Gn 11 :5 
(Yahweh investigates personally the Babel affairs, before pronouncing His decision), Gn 18:20-21 
(Yahweh checks out personally the accusations against Sodom, and even tests it, before punishing), 
Jos 7 (the divine trial of Achan before his punishment). 
259 It is significant to observe that in both chs. 7 and 8, the literary centre coinciding approximately 
with the half number of verses is in v. 13-14. This testifies for literary unity, and intentional messianic 
accent. 
260 To emphasise the historicity of this king, I preferred to transliterate his Babylonian name, as it is 
known from cuneiform, not its Hebrew (Belshazzar) or Greek form (Baltazar). 
261 As in Gn 41:21, 43:18.20, Is 1:26. Though the adverbial phrase :i?:ii;i:;i means usually: at the 
beginning, at first, at the commencement, and the ancient translations remained faithful to that 
meaning, I think that in this instance we must translate it as previously, earlier, before, priorly. This is 
suggested by the literary context, because the usual meaning doesn't make sense in this instance (What 
beginning does the author refer? The beginning of Belshazzar's reign, as it is said in Dan 7:1? Or, the 
beginning of Daniel's visions? Yet, the same phrase links this second vision of chapter 8 with the visit 
of Gabriel in chapter 9:21. There are some scholars who think that in 9:21 Daniel refers to his first 
vision in chapter 7, where it is said in v. 16 that an angelus interpres gave him explanations. However, 
in chapter 7, the name of this angel is not disclosed, and the totally different reaction of Daniel in 
chapter 8, does not suggest that we deal with the same personage. I cannot reject decidedly this 
possibility, but if Daniel in chapter 9:21 refers to the vision in chapter 8, as it appears, that vision was 
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not his first one, but a previous one. Thus, if one translates the phrase with previously in chapter 9:21, 
then he I she should give it the same meaning in chapter 8:1. There are some precedents of using 
;i7;in;i with a meaning closely related to this: Jg 1 :1, 20:18.(That which is the first, as the front of an 
army, stands before). 
In spite of the classic solution rendered by the majority of Bible translations, there are some 
translations that render the phrase in the adapted form, in both verses, such as: NIV, NASV, NAB, Louis 
Segond (French), Nouvelle Edition Geneve (French), Dumitru Comilescu (Romanian), N. Nitzluescu 
(Romanian). Some translators give this meaning in Dan 9:21 only, while in 8:1 they keep the usual 
meaning (e.g. Martin Luther, NRSV). In Dan 9:23, however, the meaning of the phrase seems to be 
closer to the usual. Anyway, if the author wanted to say "before," he had not a better option than to 
use ;i7;ir;i:i . There are indeed other phrases used in Hebrew and translated into English, in different 
versions, as: previously, before, already etc., but they are either of the same basic meaning as ;i?;:m:i 
(e.g. ;ilfLiK1:;i 2S 7:10, I Ch 17:9, lit. in the beginning; ;ilfLiKi~ Dt 9:18, Dan 11:29, lit. like the first 
/time/; ;il:VKi? Gn 28:19, Jg 18:29, lit. at the beginning; Cl'lfLiKi:;t Nu 6:12, Ps 79:8, lit. the first 
things) or a meaning of precedence that does not match the idea the author had to convey in Dan 8:1 
and 9:21 (e.g. OW?~ '?ion Gn 31:2, 2 K 13:5 -combined from '?ior;i lit. yesterday; and oW?W lit. 
three days ago; commonly used as meaning heretofore, beforetime, formerly, and referring to repeated 
actions or continual state up to the moment of speaking; 0'l1i'? Dt 2: 10, Ps 102:26, lit. in face, 
forward, before, referring to long time ago, and in status constructus usually with spatial meaning; 
i:;i:i Ecc 2:12.16, 9:6.7 lit. already, being here since long time). 
- . . L . The repetition - :l 'l~1 'nK··9 ';"!') pii;r:i ;i~i~) and - -;p 'n";;t 'l~1 11l1J~ ;"!~")~) 
suggests that the author was not actually visiting that place, but in the vision. Otherwise, he should 
have mentioned first the setting as in chapter 10:4. Most of translators understood this meaning (e.g. 
NRSV, Louis Segond, Nouvelle Edition Geneve, ct.al.), but some of them left the phrase at least 
ambiguous, as it seems to be in Hebrew (e.g. KJV, ASV, D. Cornilescu Revised Edition - Romanian, 
et.al.). Anyway, the personal presence at Susa, while not impossible, is unlikely, because Elam was, 
since 550 BC (short time before the date of Daniel's vision, Dan 8:1) already a Persian province. 
(Boria C. Matei, Mic dic,tionar al lumii antice, Editura Albatros, Bucure~ti, 1986, p.99). 
263 It is possible to consider with John Collins (Daniel, Fortress Press, Minneapolis, 1993: 329) the 
repetition of the phrase 1iliJ:l ;i~i~) as a dittography. However, it is likely that the speaker would 
stress his visionary, not actual presence at Susa. Tautology is known to be a usual Hebrew figure of 
speech. Though Josephus (Ant. 10.11.7) says that Daniel was actually in Susa, the Syriac stresses the 
fact that the prophet was there in vision (Montgomery, 325). 
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264 I prefer to render it as it is known from historical writers (Strabon, Geografia, III, xv, 3:4.22, Cluj, 
R.S.Romania, 1983). 
265 Although the phrase "rescue from one's hand" is quite common and understandable, it is strange to 
speak about the "hand" of the ram. Therefore I chose "power," which is exactly the meaning intended 
(cf. Dan 12:7). 
266 The Hebrew phrase has the definite article, but the author did not yet introduce this personage, so 
that it is strange to make such a definite reference, for the first time, as if it were much known. 
267 Lit. "horn of sight". The term mrr;i is used elsewhere with the meaning of prophetic vision (Is 21 :2, 
29:11, 2 Ch 9:29), and only in the Aramaic with the meaning of sight, seeing, view (Dan 4:8.17). In Is 
28:18 is usually translated as provision, pact, agreement (according to the Vulgate), but Theodotion 
renders it as EA.nt<; hope/trust, so that this use in Is 28: 18 is unique and quite obscure. The use in Dan 8 
is seemingly under Aramaic influence and the noun is used adjectivally to emphasise the prominence, 
conspicuousness of the horn. What this horn has to do with "sight" is its notable length (visibility), 
notable position (on the goat's forehead, between its eyes). Maybe the writer wanted to emphasise its 
position between the goat's eyes, in order to suggest that the "first king" it represented dominates the 
view of the goal-kingdom. 
268 Herc mtr;t is used elliptically, instead of rmr;i ')ii?. The use of such ellipses occurs in Dan 8:11 
etc, i'OJ;i;:t instead of i'~r;i:i-n~ill (Nu 28-29, Ne 10:34) and in Dan 9:23, niit?D, instead of niit?D, 
lli'N (Dan 10:3.11.19), '::li!;:t instead of '::l¥0-f~.~ (cf. Dan 11:16.45) and they might be marks of 
authenticity, of using a living Hebrew. 
269 The Hebrew text has a disagreement of gender, between the pronominal suffix (of the preposition) 
i:izi~ and the preceding adjective/numeral no11t. The 1ogica1 subject seems to be Di? although 
Professor William Shea is nearly convincing when attempts to explain the disagreement as a parallel 
agreement (A nimi B l:l'Otli:i A' nnN:i B 'tl:-1~). thus indicating that the author meant the new 
·-T- --T •:•• 
horn's origin was from one of the four winds spoken of in the previous clause. While this possibility 
should not be ruled out without a closer study, I think it's too heavy theological cargo laid on a poor 
"mem," which could easier be changed into a "nun," to indicate the feminine, as suggested by some 
manuscripts (see BHS critical apparatus). It is better to see here an old scribal error, a kethib preserved 
by the Masoretes, especially because this kind of errors is so common in the OT and in Daniel we 
meet other grammatical disagreements too. See, for example, the use of the following term, the verb 
Nf: (masc.), instead of :i~;i: (fem), or the use of both genders in v. 11-12 to agree with TJP,. 
Furthermore, the corning forth of this horn from air, from a point of compass that is not even 
indicated, is quite strange. It is true, in Zee 1 :18-21 we have 4 horns appearing simply in the air. 
215 
However, Zechariah has no horned beast in his vision, while in this vision each horn is rooted in an 
animal head. Finally, if the seer meant "winds" and not "horns," he must have avoided any ambiguity. 
To any reader, the logical precedent of the ambiguous Hebrew pronoun is "conspicuous [horns]" from 
the previous verse. The adverbial phrase, "toward the four winds of heaven" cannot make us get rid of 
the feeling that the logical subject is still those wretched horns. 
270 Maybe the best understanding of the phrase ;'ii'lll!r. is "from smallness I littleness I youth I 
T • ; • 
insignificance". This noun occurs once elsewhere (Gn 43:33), to mean youth, and as adjective: young I 
small I little I insignificant is represented in Gn 19:31-38, 29:26, Mi S: I. The attempt of some scholars 
to make this phrase mean "from the small one [horn]" (as it would stand in apposition with the 
preceding: r11::ii;t;;r 17,'l1 ) is unwarranted, because this noun has no definite article and it does not stand 
next to the first phrase, as it would, if it had stood in apposition. Moreover, up to this point, the 
narrator didn't speak about any difference in age or rank among the four horns of the goat, (as he did 
about the two horns of the ram) so that he may legitimately refer to the youngest I smallest I most 
insignificant of them. 
Some suggest (see BHS, the critical apparatus) it is a scribal error and cut out the preposition 
[)Jr. to read it as it would be an adjective (little I small/ insignificant) and to make it sound similar to 
the phrase ;"TJ'l)\ 'iQl;t PP. from the Aramaic of Dan 7:8. But we don't need to resort to 
emendations, if the text as we have it, does make sense. We do not need exactly the same wording in 
both visions, in order to recognise the similarity, even the identity of the two little horns. However, it 
is OK to translate the phrase as "a little horn," because if we punctiliously want to translate "one horn 
[come out] from littleness," it does not mean something else but "a little horn," further described as 
growing exceedingly great. The Greek versions have a "strong (laxupov) horn," showing that they had 
somehow interpreted this phrase, or used another basic manuscTipt. The Vulgate gives in the simplest 
way: cornu unum rrwdicum ("one little horn") 
271 The study of this term is important in the later identification of the little horn. The noun i/1~ (from a 
verbal root, to remain over I above), is used in the OT with the following derived connotations: 1). 
remaining, remainder, remnant, residue, rest, other part, leftover, leave (most of occurrences), 2). 
excess, surplus, abundance, 3). preeminence, superiority, excellency. Hence the term is used 
adjectivally (superior, abundant, excessive) and theoretically it might be used with adverbial meaning 
(exceedingly, excellently, plentifully, abundantly, superiorly, excessively, more, beyond measure). Its 
only adverbial occurrence, beside this one in Daniel, is found in Is 56:12, and next to the root i,,l ( 
1Nr. i/1'. i,;,~ i1:llt l:li' ;i1;i ;i:;;r1 tomorrow will be like today, even much greater). 
272 If ':::1.¥ is related to the Aramaic root ;i:::i.::; (to wish, to desire), then it meant first desire, longing, 
which is a fitting word used by the Exiles. This phrase is elliptical (see note 268) and surely refers to 
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the "Promised Land". The term is used in Isaiah with the meaning of glory I beauty I splendour (23:9 
of any power, 4:2 of Israel, 24:16 of Yahweh, 13:19 of Babylon, as the city desired by all kingdoms) 
and in the exilic Scriptures with the same meaning applied mostly to Judea (Jer 3:19, Ez 20:6.15 the 
glorious heritage, the most beautiful country, Ez 25 :9 of the choicest places in Moab). 
The term denotes also a gazelle I roebuck, used as a chosen symbol of beauty and gracefulness and it 
is entirely possible that the author thought of this wild beauty in some contrast with the more domestic, 
but strangely monstrous ram and he-goat. This might be further stressed by the etymological meaning 
of i,,~ ram ( powelful, leader, noble), and i'!:l;> he-goat (from a probable root meaning to be sharp'!, 
cf. l"'.)El~ nail, diamond point; or possibly because it sounds close to ;"t';1'!:l~ probably meaning: end, 
doom, turn in Ez 7:6.10). For he-goat the author uses its "family" name attached (!J] goat, from rrl1 
to be strong, to defy; whence the demonic name i,!Nll1 Aza'zel, "the departing goat"). The usual 
•• T •: 
Hebrew name of the he-goat, i'l1~ as it stands in v. 21, means hairy, shaggy, and it is used to denote 
some mythological deity/demon: satyr, demon. The customary word-playing in the Hebrew literature 
should make us more perceptive to this philological aspect, though recognisably, a risky business. 
273 The prepositive waw is here not conjunctive, but is obviously indicating an apposition and stands for 
a comma or for "even," though most translators render it as a copulative "and". For me at least, the 
apposition is evident, and I am not alone. At least, SW, NIV and RSV agree on the apposition. 
274 For the use of the Hiph'il t,;J;i as to show oneself great, to be arrogant, or to put a special emphasis 
on the preceding verb, see Zep 2:8.10 and 1 S 20:41. 
275 This use of the Hebrew verb is illustrated in Is 57:14, Ez 21:31/26 et.al., or even in a Sanctuary 
service context: Lv 2:9, 4:8.19, 6:8, Nu 31:28 (to lift something for ritual purposes, for example: a part 
of the sacrifice for the priest). This ritual usage is worthy of some further research. 
276 i'OJ;l;:T "the continual," the daily burnt offering. This is an elliptical phrase (Cf. note 268). 
Basically, i'~J;I is a noun, meaning extent, continuity, but it is used mostly as adverb: continually, 
continuously. As a noun, in full construct phrases, it is used mostly of the daily (continual) burned 
sacrifice (Nu 28:10.15.23-24.31, 29:6.11.16.19.22.25.28.31.34.38, Ne 10:34), and in few instances. of 
the continual bread of the Presence (Nu 4:7), or the regular grain offering (Nu 4:16, Ne 10:34). The 
chapter Tamid from Mishnah describes only the daily (i.e. morning and evening) offering as it took 
place at the Temple, consisting in the daily whole sacrifice of the lamb and the related daily ritual 
(rekindling the candlestick's lights, the incense offering etc.). See Jacob Neusner, The Mishnah, A 
New Translation, Yale University Press, New Haven 1988, pp. 862-873. Since this phrase is mostly 
used in the OT for the daily offering and its related ritual, and we find the same use in Mishnah, even 
in its elliptic form, we may conclude that in Daniel, the term refers to the same daily ritual that took 
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place in each morning and evening: the wholly burned sacrifice of the lamb to which the offering of 
grain and wine was added, together with the trimming of the candles and bringing the incense offering 
within the temple. These rituals were regarded as one and they are typologically related to various 
aspects of the same antitypic Reality. 
277 The usual meaning of Ti,~;:i is cast (off, down), throw (away), hurl, fling, shed, drop (2 K 2: 16), or 
in a figurative sense: abandon, reject, cast (Ne 9:26, 1 K 14:9, Gn 21:15, 2 K 13:21.23, Jer 26:23, 
Lam 2:1). Since here is related to a building, the verb seems to mean overthrow, pull down, cause to 
fall in ruins, destroy, as in Jer 9:18 (ll'!iil:p~o 1::;'i,i!l:i). However, if we consider the action taking 
place imaginarily "in heaven," as shown in the vision, the meaning of throwing down (from heaven to 
earth, of the sanctuary, to symbolise rejection - as with the truth in v.12) seems to fit as well, as NIV 
reads: "and the place of his sanctuary was brought low". 
278 See note 341-342. It is largely recognised the difficulty of this passage. It must me partially due to 
some corruption of the text. The context dealt so far with the heavenly host (of the stars); some of it 
was cast down and trodden. Yet, here we have a new N::l~ lacking the definite article and in plural 
' ' 
that stresses the difference. These hosts might be understood as forces sent or appointed by the wicked 
horn over/against the daily Sanctuary service (cf. 11 :31). As the term means usually "armies," we may 
translate the phrase as "he set armies around the continual etc" (as to lay siege works; cf. Ez 26:8). But 
the phrase ',1_) 1!;1l means usually put over, set over, set on, appoint over, and this suggests a careful 
translation to speak not of a violent action against the continual offering. From a strictly linguistic 
perspective, rather we may see here hosts (divisions) appointed (to minister) over the continual 
offering, such as the Sanctuary language requires (Nu 4:3. 23, 8:25, 1 S 2:22). 
279 .. The OT substantival usage of the term Wiii? is holy or sacred person, chosen of God, such as the 
priest in Israel, or as the Israelite among the pagan people (N 16:5.7, Ps 106:16), people consecrated to 
God, saints (Ps 16:3, Dan 8:24, cf. 7:18.22.25.27); God - the Holy Being (Is 1:4, 10:17, 49:7, Ez 
39:7), any heavenly being, such as "watchers" (Job 15:15,Ps 89:6.8, Zee 14:5, cf. Dan 4:10.14.20). 
The use of the corresponding Aramaic term in Dan 7 and the context indicates heavenly beings, later 
identified in chapters 8-10 as Gabriel, Michael and possible others (12:5). 
280 Though the Hebrew text speaks of the "vision," there is no doubt, and practically all commentators 
would agree, that it refers not to how long the vision itself, as phenomenon, will last (for Daniel), but 
to the things envisioned. The whole clause is telegraphic; nevertheless, it puts no insurmountable 
problem. 
281 Both LXX and Theodotion add: ii lip0Eloa (that was removed), corresponding to l:li1~ but it is not 
' 
clear that they found it in the Hebrew manuscripts they used, or they added it to help the reader. 
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282 The infinitive construct oqm should be linked with tl~i!i llW~;:r not with J1tr;i;::r, cf. 8:12, 11:31, 
and especially 12:11, however strange might appear this syntactical use. 
283 One could legitimately render the clause as "till the passing of 2300 days ... ," as some of the 
traditional versions have it (KJV, WEB, NKJ), following the LXX and Theodotion (Ew<; €011!.po:<; rnl 
11pwl ~µi.po:L li1axl'-'"" tp LO:KOOLO!l until evening and morning are days 2300) .. However, the author 
deliberately chose cryptic language, so that we should not try to make it all clear by a more telling 
translation. 
The answer stresses the same terminus ad quem, borrowing the preposition i~ until, from the 
question. The Hebrew religious concept about the succession of days and nights is established in the 
OT, where we found that the natural days were thought to begin in the evening (Lv 23:32, Ex 16:8.13, 
Ps 55:18.), according to the established pattern in Genesis account, where each evening and morning 
succession equals a day (Gn 1 :5.8.13.19.23.31). This counting of the day, as beginning in the evening 
was common in ancient Mesopotamia (see E. J. Bickermann, Chronology of the Ancient World, 
London, 1968, pp.13-14). When it comes to the workday, morning is always mentioned first (Ee 11:6, 
Dt 28:67, 1K17:6) except when it is spoken of activities specific for the night: Ex 27:21, Est 2:14, 
Zep 3:3. The same is said about the Sanctuary daily service, particularly when it deals with the tamid. 
Its cycle is always spoken about as morning and evening (2K 16:15, 1 Ch 16:40, 23:30, 2 Ch 2:3, 
13:11, 31:3, Ezra 3:3). When in texts like N 28:3-6 we read about the daily sacrificial service, it is 
stated that this service was understood as a unit, "two lambs ... day by day, as a continual offering". 
On the other hand, the use of the two nouns in Daniel in the singular (evening and morning), 
emphasises the natural reference to the succession of days. 
Schwantes argues against A. Bentzen, J. Montgomery, N.W. Porteous, 0. PlOger, M. Delcor, 
A. Lacocque et.al., that there is no way to make the phrase ereb-boqer to refer to a number of 
sacrifices, two per day (see Siegfried J. Schwantes, 'Ereb Boqer of Daniel 8:14 Reexamined, in Frank 
Holbrook, ed. op. cit. pp. 465-474). This linguistic evidence rules out any possibility to consider the 
phrase "evening morning 2300" as being "2300 individual sacrifices of evening and morning" thus 
amounting to exactly 1150 full days - which is a good example of 'eisegesis', followed not only by a 
series of modern commentators, but even carried into translations like TEV, to help it fit the 
Maccabean thesis. However, these terms for evening and morning are nowhere used elliptically for the 
corresponding turn of sacrifices. Even in Daniel (where occurs the elliptical form i'~r;i), yet the 
evening offering is not elliptically written (Dan 9:21). The Hebrew usage would require a formula 
similar to "40 days and 40 nights," "3 days and 3 nights" et.al .. As Keil fittingly remarked, "A Hebrew 
reader could not possibly understand the period of time [of] 2300 evening-mornings ... [to be] 2300 
half days or 1150 whole days, because evening and morning at the creation constituted not the half but 
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the whole day ... We must therefore take the words as they are, i.e., understand them of 2300 whole 
days." (C.F. Keil, Biblical Commentary on the Book of Daniel Grand Rapids, 1949, p. 303.). 
Hebrew syntax allows the numeral to stand before as well as behind its noun. In the Hebrew 
OT both situations are richly illustrated (Gesenius 432). There are very few instances where the noun 
preceding the numeral is singular and indefinite, like in Dan 8:14 (e.g. !Ch 5:21, 2Ch 29:23, 35:8-9). 
Nowhere the preceding nouns are found like here, indefinite, singular and juxtaposed without 
conjunction. The only possible explanation is that this unusual phrase reflects the formula coined in 
Gn 1:5.8.13.19.23.31, which shows that each Creation weekday was considered to begin its cycle with 
an evening. This is the classic Hebrew delimitation of the natural day (Lv 23:32, Ps 55:18). Paralleling 
the expression of Dan 8 with that from Gn 8, one may see its true origin and meaning: 
Gn 1:5 in~ Cli' ip:i-'i1') ::l';:ql-' ;:t' ! T ·; 
Dan 8:14 niw~ i!i~i!i; Cl'!J7i:.t ip'.:l ::lill ill 
Dan 8:26 Cl':;r:i Cl'O'~ ip'.:l;:ti [ .... ] ::lilli1 i1~i7,'li 
. ,. : •: •: T 
The specific expression in Daniel is terse, yet rernindful and telling. It suggests an 
emphasising of the evening-morning daily cycle on a long period. To say "2300 days" is a very 
unusual manner of speaking in Hebrew, like in every language. A period expressed in days cannot be 
longer than 150 days. To keep the author's intention and, if possible, his style, we should translate like 
these: until evening morning roll on 2300 times, till shall be evening and morning 2300 times, until the 
2300'• coming of an evening and morning, till even and morning come 2300 times. 
284 Though normally the noun i!i)p in such instances should be translated as something holy (sacred, 
consecrated), and is not usual to have this term indefinite when the Sanctuary is spoken of, there are 
rare occurrence of it with no article, in Biblical poetry:: Ps 134 :2 - i!i)p Cl?".T'-;~tti. raise your hand 
lo the Sanctuary; Ps 20:3 - i!i)J:'O 1"1\~-n~i!i' May He send you help from the Sanctuary. The most 
convincing argument is its contextual use in verse 13, as a synonym for ii!i;ip~ li:i!? of verse 11. 
285 While the root pi::> conveys the general meaning of right, righteous, just, appears in OT as verb, 
adjective and noun more than 700 times (counted in the PC program Bible Works), this Niph'al use in 
Dan 8:14 is a hapax. LXX and Theodotion translate it as rn0ttpL00~omu shall be cleansed I purified. 
Jerome understood it the same way (mundabitur - shall be cleansed), possibly following the LXX, 
Especially older translations (KJV 1611, Webster's Bible 1833, French Version Darby 1885, NKJV 
1982, ASV 1901, French Louis Segond 1910, Neo-Greek Translation ed. Athens 1919, Rumanian 
Version Cornilescu, Nouvelle Edition Geneve 1979) reflect this understanding. 
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The use of m0ap [( w in LXX might be due to a Maccabean orientation of the translators (cf. 
I Mac 4:36.41 where we find the same term), but it is interesting that LXX translated the root p"1~ as 
Ka8apl(w in Job 4:17 too. This might reflect a Judeo-Ararnaic understanding attested in Targums, 
where half of the total 405 cases, p"1~ was translated by the Aramaic ;i:ll be clean, pure (Niels-Erik 
Andreasen, "Translation of Nisdaq I Katharisthesetai in Daniel 8 14," in Holbrook, op. cit. pp. 486-
491). A similar wording in Heb 9:23-24, were we have the "true," that is "heavenly" Sanctuary to be 
"cleansed," deserves our attention. 
Other Bible translations render this verb according to some critical approach to the Hebrew 
root, and translate it as declared right (YL T), gerechtvaardigt (SVV), ... wieder zu sein recht kommen 
(Menge), restored to its rightful state (RSV, NRS), reconsecrated (NIV), certainly .. . brought into its 
right condition (NWB), be restored (TEV), be properly restored (NAS, NAB), <wieder> 
gerechtfertigt (ELB), have again its condition -tr.- (Romanian BOR 1994), have its rights restored 
(JB), emerged victorious (NEB), et.al. Among the old translat:ons, we have Peshitta using nzl<' 
"justified," "freed from guilt," from the common Hebrew-Aramaic root that means to be clean[ sed]. 
Niels-Erik Andreasen notes some extended meanings of the verbal root: be innocent I guiltless 
(Gn 20:4, 2 K 10:9, Job 9:15),fair, accurate (Lv 19:36, 2S 8:15, Ez 45:10), justice done, deliverance 
(ls 51:5, 32:17, 46:13). He further displays a wide range of parallel associated terms to help find the 
burden of the extending meaning, and among these parallel terms associated he finds also ;i:::it be 
pure, purify and i0t0 be clean, cleanse (Job 4:17, 15:14, 17:9, 25:4, Ps 51:4). Among other notions 
commonly Hssociated with the root p"1~, the closest is tOOi!i to judge (Ps 97:2, 106:3, Is 59:14, Am 
6:12). Moreover, p"1~ itself has legal connotations in many passages (Ps 82:3, Is 43:9, 45:24, 50:8, 
59:14, 63:1). 
N.-E. Andreasen also attempted to determine the use of p"1~ in the apocalyptic literature, and 
citing 2 Esd 5:2.11, 7:114, Dan 9:24, Mal 4:2, 1 En 10:16-17, 38:3-4 and !QM 17, he says that p"1~ 
"is used to refer to the conditions brought about by God's redemption in the eschaton" (in Frank 
Holbrook ed., op. cit. p. 492). This idea is confirmed also by apocalyptic passages in NT (2 Pt 3: 13). 
The classical Jewish work Miqrae qodesh (Druck und Verlag von Pessel Balaban, Lemberg 1860+ ?), 
containing the parallel MT and Targum with Rashi and Metsudath Tsion, Metsudath Dawid, and 
yidish commentaries, gives for this P1¥l in Dan 8:14 the interesting interpretation ;;i;i~ (being made 
atonement/expiation for it), which suggests some eschatological-typological connections between 
Yorn K.ippur (Lv 16) and the Judgement- or justice-oriented "that day" (Is 34:2.8, 59:20, 61 :2, 63:4.6, 
Jer 33:15-16, 50:28.29-32.34, 51:6.10-11.51-53.56, Ez 40:1etc.,43:1-8, Ob 1:15.16, Hab 2:13-14.20, 
Hag 2:9, Mal 3:1-6, Ps 9:6-7.11.14-19, 46:7-11, 50:2-7, 96:13, 98:9, llO). 
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That ceremonially final disposal of sin, the peak of all mosaic ritual, pointed to the Day of 
Judgement - a judgement vicariously assumed by the Messiah in favour of the repentant (Is 53, Jn 
12:31-33, Heb 9:23-24.) and eventually involving the universal summoning before the "great white 
throne" of the same Messiah, to account for everyone's attitude toward God and fellow humans (Rev 
20:11-15, Rm 2:16, 14:10-12, Ecc 3:17, 12:13-14, Rev 14:6-7, Is 53:12, Heb 9:27-28). This 
understanding can be compared with the parallel vision in Dan 7, where the Judgement scene (9-
14.23.26-27) corresponds certainly to Dan 8:14.25d. 
Whatever the reverberations of this hapax P1':1J, the first duty of an exegete is to find the first 
and safest connotation of the term, without paying too much concern for its theological or historical 
application. Nevertheless, the governing principle over this linguistic situation is the logic of the 
immediate literary context. This principle is more important than the clearest lexical meaning of a 
term, because in context a certain term might be used with a different or even unique connotation. In 
the context of Daniel 8, this passive term refers to a restorative situation after all the injuries made to 
the Sanctuary (and to its people, its service, etc.) by the desolating horn. If one chooses the meaning 
"cleanse," it answers only to the pollution brought by the presence of the "rebellious sin I abomination 
of the desolator" instead of the daily offering service in the Sanctuary. But the trampling of the 
Sanctuary and of its host, the enormous offence toward its Commander and the desolating activities by 
the same horn will not be answered by the translation "cleanse," although there is a lot of evidence in 
its favour. 
The root pi':! is a static verb in Qal, and most static verbs lack the Niph'al form. Where the 
Niph'al is present (e.g. '11~ i,li:::l, :::iin, i:::l::I, ill"l!l, tliip, li:::lt!l, Cl~tli), it has generally a passive 
meaning. And because Niph'al functions usually as a passive form for either Qal, or Pi'el or Hiph'il, 
we should consider the corresponding static I active forms of pi':! attested in OT. According to 
BDB, we have in Qal the meaning be just, be righteous, be right, be in the right, have a just cause, be 
justified; in Pi°el it means justify, make appear righteous; and in Hiph'il do justice, justify, declare 
righteous, vindicate the cause of, save, cause to become righteous, turn to righteousness. Therefore, as 
the root of the verb itself would require, we should have the translation be given justice, be restored 
through judgement, be vindicated (cf. 2S 15:4, lK 8:32, 2Ch 6:23, Job 34:5, Ps 7:9, 94:15, 103:6, Jer 
23:5, Mi 7:9). 
Finally, it is possible to find that this P1~J is not a real hapax. According to the LXX 
rendition of Ps. 51 :6, :19~~:::l i1::Jll"I 1'.;1~';1::l PJ¥l"I HJ~i, (so quoted also in Rm 3 :4 "Onw, l:tv 
iiLKttLwEliji; EV to1' >.oyoL' aou Kttl. VLK~aU<; Ev t0 Kplvrn0u[ OE - that You may be declared righteous 
I justified in Your words, and may overcome when You are judged), this root, together with all verbs in 
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the stich is read as passive - and confirmed by Jerome also (ut justificeris in sermonibus tuis et vincas 
cum judicaris). 
Bible translations follow the Masoretic reading, but many of them render p·wn as a passive 
(You are justified I declared righteous). In the same line of Ps 51 we find the two verbs pi::! be/make 
right and '1:Jl be/make pure, understood as synonyms and connected to the idea of judgement. So that 
even though LXX translators in Dan 8:14 understood pi::!l as '1:Jl (cf. Jb 15:14, 25:4, Dan 6:23, Mi 
6:11), the two seem to be somehow related and if someone options for "cleansed," he I she must not 
forget the forensic/eschatological understanding of this cleansing in the light of the Yorn Kippur 
typology, which is a high symbol for expiation I vindication. 
286 The Hebrew phrase as an appellation in the singular is found only in the exilic books of Ezekiel (93 
times) and Daniel (once). It is found elsewhere, once in N: 23:19, 2 times in Psalms, 2 times in Isaiah, 
3 times in Job, and 4 times in Jeremiah, meaning human being. The common translations give son of 
man and some of them have mortal man. L:l'Jl;t is both the human species and a proper name in the 
Hebrew Bible, and -p. (son of, young ... ) is one specimen of any species (similar to nri-'i:;i, i~w~­
'l:., OT'?i~'1-'l:::l, '1lll'-nil:. et.al.). Because "son of man" does not sound very good, and "mortal 
··: T-··: T--: 
man" is an emphasis not really present in the phrase, the best rendition would be human being[s], and 
is obviously intended to underline the nature of this being as opposed to the celestial one speaking. 
The poetic equivalent, closer to Hebrew, is son of Adam. The prophet is not addressed as a son of his 
people, or as a son of his father, but as a son of Adam, as any human being. 
287 The Hebrew phrase yp-n~'? is understood differently. Some Bible translations rendered it as if the 
vision (i.e. the events series foreseen in the vision) has no connection with the time of the prophet, or 
has nothing to say for his generation and for the subsequent generations, but it is to be fulfilled 
altogether in "the time of the end," beginning with the ram-kingdom and ending with the wicked 
horn's defeat: 
''en yap EL<; wpo;v K!XLpou rnfrrn 10 opo:µo; - for yet this vision is for" an hour of time" LXX 
'En yap Etc; KcxLpou 1TEpcxc; ~ opcxocc; -for yet the vision is for a time of the end (Tueodotion) 
"Denn dies Gesicht geht auf die Zeit des Endes." (Luther) 
"Denn das Gesicht <gilt> fiir die Zeit des Endes." (Elberfelder) 
"want dit gezicht zal zijn tot den tijd van het einde" (SVV) 
"car Ia vision est pour le temps de la fin." (French Darby) 
"for at the time of the end shall be the vision." (KN, Webster) 
"for at the time of the end {is} the vision." (Young's LT) 
"for !he vision belongeth to !he time of the end." (ASV) 
"that the vision pertains to !he time of the end." (NAS, NAB) 
"that the vision is for the time of the end." (RSV, NRSV) 
On the other hand there are some translations suggesting that the vision concerns the time of 
the end or shows the time of the end, which fits better the logical context: 
"quoniarn in tempore finis conplebitur visio" - (Vulgate) 
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"that the vision refers to the time of the end." (NKJV) 
"=la vision conceme un temps qui sera la fin." (Louis Segond, N.E. Geneve) 
''for the vision is given to indicate the end of ages" (Romanian BOR 1994 - translation) 
"that Uie vision concerns the time of the end" (NIV, Romanian Comilescu - translation) 
When the term fi'. is used in the Qumran manuscripts, even in the famous Pesher of 
Habakkuk, it means often time, while, period (see J. Collins 337). Here we see again a mark of 
earliness of the Hebrew of Daniel, because everywhere in the OT this term has a terminative meaning: 
such as end, limit, and boundary. 
For the preposition ? ,we have good examples of using it with the meaning until, or to (Dan 
12:13, 9:24, Dt 16:4, cf. il)) that is fitting in this case: {the events shown in] the vision have to go on 
to the time of the end, or the things envisioned extend to the time of the end, or the vision foresees 
events until the time of the end, or the vision expires in the time of the end. Probably the best parallel 
of this phrase is in Ez 12:27, in a context dealing with the prophecy of the end of Jerusalem, of which 
Ezekiel's contemporaries said: t9l N1;"T nipin: O'!illi,1 O':l.'J O'i?:? ;ir,h N1;"T-i\tj~ ]iri;i;::t 
the vision that he sees points to (extends to) many days hence, and of times far off he prophesied. 
288 The clause f P il)i~i, ':I is probably elliptic: for [the vision I what shall happen] extends to the 
appointed time of the end. For the meaning of preposition i, in this phrase, see note 287. It is similar 
to that in v. 17, but here we have il)i~ appointed time instead of nl) time. If the phrase is not seen as 
elliptic, then one could translate it: for the appointed time has an end. This noun comes from the root 
ill' to appoint, designate, decide, and is always used as appointed [time I place I meeting I sign 
et.al.]. 
289 The two nouns standing in apposition i'llm;i i'El~;"T1 may simply represent a stylistic emphasis. 
- T - " T - ; 
We should not take i'll~;::t as adjective to have: and the shaggy he-goat ... (!), which adds to nothing. 
290 1); is the Hebrew term for Greeks (cf. Assyrn-Babylonian /awana or Jamana). According to the 
oldest Biblical records (On 10:2.4-5). The Bible mentions the Greek people as among the traders with 
Phoenicians (Ez 27:13.19) and one of those peoples whom God have to punish (Joel 4:6, Zee 9:13) 
and also to enlighten in the "latter days" (Is 66:19). In Daniel, the name applies to the Greek-
Macedonian forces united under Alexander, who founded the first "Greek" Empire. 
29
' For the more probable meaning of rl'ii:)~ as late, future, in most occurrences, see the comments on 
Dan 8: 19 in this dissertation. 
292 Heb. rl'ntLi~ niN?Eil. Though niN?!:;ll means usually wonders, miracles, here is used adverbially: 
wondrously, marvellously, in an extraordinary manner, llke the synonym Cl'~?El in Lam 1 :9. In Dan 
II :36, the same participle means incredible I amazing I stupendous I awesome things. However, 
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Collins (340) cites Charles who emends ri'n!Li'_ to :lilin~, to have a more natural expression: he will 
make extraordinary plans. A similar corruption is attested for 2S 20:15). Cf. Dan 11 :24-25, Ps 40:6. 
293 The pass. part. pl. tl'~~::;p is linked usually to multitudes (of people and flocks) and leaders, 
meaning powerful in number and I or strength, numerous, populous, mighty (Gn 18:18, Ex 1:9, Nu 
14:12, 22:6, 32:1, Dt 7:1, 9:14, 26:5, Jos 23:9, Ps 10:10, 35:18, 135:10, Pr 18:18, 30:26, Is 8:7, 53:12, 
60:22, Dan II :25, Joel 1 :6, 2:2.5 .11, Mic. 4:7, Zee 8:22). Here the term seems to be in apposition with 
"the people of saints," and is not easy to decide if it was meant to refer to Israel or to other people I 
peoples. 
294 Lit. the commander of commanders or, the prince of princes. It means the supreme commander of an 
army, the person next to the king, acting in the name of the king, or the king himself in front of his 
generals of army. See chapter 8:11, Gn 21:22, Jos 5:14-15. 
295 From the Hiph"il n1:oti;:i = show, make known. The noun ni:tl~ has usually the meaning 
appearance, sight, vision, spectacle, phenomenon. Howe·>er, in this and in another two instances in 
Daniel (9:23, 10:1, cf. Ex 25: 9.40, Ez 40:4, Nu 8:4), the most probable meaning, as the literary 
contextual logic implies, is that of revelation (something shown or revealed in a vision). Hence the its 
adverbial use in Nu 12:8.: [to speak] apparently, as opposed to the speaking in riddles. Unfortunately, 
lexicons did not mention this different meaning. (Cf. Rene Peter-Contesse & John Ellington, A 
Handbook on The Book of Daniel, UBS, New York, 1993, p. 251). This semantic evolution of n1:otl~ 
from sight I vision, to revelation I prophecy, might be understood by comparing this term with the 
synonym Jilr;t vision, which is often used to mean oracle, revelation (see Pr 29:18, Is 1:1, Dan 10:14, 
11:14, Ob 1:1 et.al.) .. It seems that the phrase i~~l iw~ that has been spoken about, refers to this 
n1:oti~, and this would be another argument that we should translate here n1:oti~ as [spoken! 
revelation or prophecy, not vision. 
296 Jilr;t may be here a synonym for the previous word n1:oti~. referring to the heavenly audition, that 
angelic prophecy I revelation about "2300 evening-mornings". Thus, it could be translated prophecy or 
revelation. See the preceding endnote. 
297 Heb. 'ri'~nl a Niph"al from n'n, according to BDB, meaning to occur, come to pass, be done, 
brought about, be done, be finished, be gone, wear out (Dan 2:1, 12:1). From the same root came n,1Tl 
affliction, calamity, disaster, accident (Is 47:11, Ez 7:26). 'ri'~nl may be connected to the following 
Niph"al form ('ri'~l'.P-1) to mean I became sick. In fact, LXX translates both verbs like a hendiadys, by 
ao0cv~arrc; - was sick, and YL T says, / ... have been, yea, I became sick. But the literalist Theodotion 
has EKOLµ~01Jv mt EµuN:<da01Jv --! ... fell asleep and was sick. Jerome translates it like langui et 
aegrotavi ("!... fainted and was sick"). Other translations rendered the first verb as I fainted (KJV, 
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NKJ, ASV, WEB), / ... lost consciousness (NJB), / ... became weak (NAB), my strength failed (REB), 
je fus languissant (NEG, LSG), je defaillis (DRB), I. .. was exhausted (NAB, NIV, NAS), /ch ... war 
erschOpft (LUT, ELB), I was overcome (RSV, NRS), I was depressed (TEV). While the simplest way 
is to consider the phrase "I... became and I was sick," to mean "I became sick," the logic of the 
sentence provides an explanation of this sickness: Daniel was very afflicted because of the prophecy, 
not only because of what it understood as bad news, but also because of what he couldn't understand. 
298 A lot of translations render l':;ll,'l 1'11:1 as an impersonal clause (see LXX, LXT, YL T, NKJ, DRB, 
ELB, ASV, WEB), as if Daniel would have been so much affected by other people's failure to 
understand. The use of the negation ri.: is not so common with personal subjects. The author must 
have said l':;ll,'l 'J~.'1(1 (cf. Ex 5:10) or l':;l~ ~?1 (see Dan 12:8). 
a). It is obvious, from the logic of the clause, that Daniel was affected by his own failure to understand 
(/ ... could not understand it), not by an impersonal problem. Most English translations follow this 
thought. 
b). TOB renders a different idea: no one could understand [why I was so upset/. 
c). A third possibility reflected in NJV, REB, NIV is no one could explain it (the vision). 
Peter-Contesse and Ellington assert, "The first of these three possibilities is the most commonly 
accepted and the most likely to be the correct understanding of the text. It is unlikely that the text 
would focus on the inability of others to understand the vision or why it was to be kept secret, since at 
this point no one else knew about it" (op. cit. p. 228). This is true, in principle, but one may imagine a 
forth possibility, which is a logical combination of a). and c). I feel that it matches better, both the 
regular Hebrew grammar (or, at least, Daniel's) and the logic of the clause: and there was none to 
make [me] understand, like BDB-Gesenius prefers for this instance (and for Dan 9:22, where the 
causal participle also lacks the pronominal direct object, comp. with Dan 10:14, 11:33). This is 
possible because the participle r:;ir,i may have a simple, direct sense, understanding, or a causal one, 
making understand. Vulgate understood like this: et non erat qui interpretaretur ("and there was non 
to interpret [for me]," comp. with Gn 41 :8 VUL). For practical purposes, we may translate /...couldn't 
understand or / ... didn't understand, because Daniel is concerned on his own failure to understand, 
and even if he refers to somebody (impersonal) who would give understanding, it is an indirect way to 
refer to the same problem. The impersonal clause echoes desperation, because, after the angel's 
sudden close of explanation and Daniel's waking from the vision, it is normal to ask, Whoever else is 
to explain me this life and death prophecy, if God and His angels left me cope in the dark with such 
unexpected bad news about my people's future? Who will make me understand the mysterious 
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revelation of "2300 evening-mornings," and what is the real time to elapse until all captivity and 
ceaseless conflicts are gone? 
Collins (342) is ready to see that the versions' rendition, there was no one who understood, has no 
reason, because nobody else was expected to understand. 
299 Because of specific problems of identification mentioned at note note 74, I prefer to translate the 
Hebrew terms as they must have been, namely Median-Persian names I titles, to help the reader not to 
confuse them with other, historically attested, Darius and Xerxes. 
300 The Hoph'al 1~1? ;;t as preserved by the Masoretes, could not mean anything else but "he was made 
king". This translation is reflected in KJV, YLT, WEB, NAB, NJV, REB, ASV, NAS, ORB, NIV. 
Other numerous translations prefer the reading of LXX, LXT and Vulgate, which, using manuscripts 
without vowel signs, could not see but the general idea of "reigning". It was especially difficult, 
because this is the only Hoph'al form of the verb in the OT. Thus modern translators "felt that the text 
must be corrected" to express an active form (Peter-Contess and Ellington, op. cit., ).p. 230). Geseniu> 
accepts it as a hapax in the OT. Holladay recognises it as a Hoph'al, but suggests that it should be 
rendered as became king,, because "no indication of subordinate position" is given in the text. 
Davidson reads this hapax Hoph'al as to be made king, without adding any commentary. Though the 
scientific identification of this Darayawaush still waits for better times, I think that to let this Hoph'al 
be reflected in translation is a wise solution, if one does not resort to it as to crucial evidence. 
301 CL Jer 51:9, Is 16:8. The verb llll means usually "touch" (e.g. Dan 8:18, 10:16) even when 
followed, like here, by the preposition'?~ (e.g. Gn 20:6, Job 2:5, 1 K 6:27, Hag 2:12) and 0 rendered 
it accordingly. However, here is preceded by the image of flight, which force us to translate it as 
"reach," "approach," without being dogmatic on this point. 
302 The two terms, as they are spelled by the Masoretes, allow some confusion. ~~!? (or ~~1D 
according to some variant manuscripts) is, literally, "wearied," "tired," from the root ~ll', to grow 
weary, to be fatigued, and ~~':l, in weariness, from the same root. Thus the phrase (weary with 
weariness), typically Hebrew in its tautological form, should be translated, according to BDBG, as 
utterly weary. But the old translations reflect another reading: n£xu cpEpoµEvo<; - quickly brought 
along (LXX), 11EtoµEvo<; - flying (LXT), cito volans - "swift flying" (YUL), from the root ~1ll to fly. 
To express the idea, the spelling should be corrected to ~1ll~ ~~1D (or ~;iilll??l caused to fly in 
flight ("being sent in swift flight"). The Hoph'al verbs: a). middle geminate, b). 'll <-t1ll, and c). 1.ll, 
have the same form. However, the text might reflect Daniel's own dialect and spelling. As we have in 
Hebrew parallel verbs like 1~~<-t1il: to be afraid, ;i~~H:l~: to want I desire, '?1:l<-t'?1:l' 
produce, 1i'1<-ti'i' beloved, darling, :lit!l<-t:lb' to be good, et.al.., it is not unexpected to have a 
' . 
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double form ~1l1~il;. even if the variant ~ii; with the meaning to fly, is not attested elsewhere. 
(With the meaning grow weary is not so frequent either - just in Jg 8:15, 2Sam 16:2, Is 40:29, 50:4. 
The root commonly used for the idea of weariness is ii~;). To ascribe wings and flight to heavenly 
beings is a common idea in the OT (2S22:11, Is 6:2.6, Ex 37:9, Rut 2:12, Ps 91:4, 1 Chr 28:18, Ez 
1:6-9, 10:19, 11:22-23, 28:14, Mal 4:2). This is because in the Biblical context, like in Polinesia and 
other areas, birds and wings symbolise spirits (Gn 1:2, Mk 1:10, Rev 18:2). Daniel, however, does not 
say that Gabriel had wings, in fact he stresses his humanlike appearance. 
The translation being utterly weary, though more natural, is objected especially because one 
cannot see how angels could be so weary. However, we must not assume such exact attributes for 
beings that the Bible says so little about. The completely human appearance of the angel is, actually, 
an adaptation to the prophet's condition, a sign of condescension. To think seriously, a number of 
majestic wings for an angel, are not more than dramatic language and pure condescension. So why 
could not Daniel describe this "man," entering his prayer room as a wearied messenger I courier who 
had run, in a short break within his "Star Wars" missions (cf. Dan 10), to deliver in time the divine 
message to the prophet. Because both translations are relevant and fit the literary context, we should 
preserve both for the time. 
303 'nN~; ;ii;ip - While the verb has the force of go out of one place and entering another, the adverb 
:ii;ip is an actual emphasis (compared with similar phrases: Nu 22:38, :ii;ip 1'7~ 'nN;i.-;i~;i; Jos 
5:14, 'nN;i. ;ii;ip :1):1'-N;i.~-,~ 'J~ ; Dan 10:20, ::l1i!il(t ;ii;ipi 1''~ '!iN;i. ; Jg 11:7, ;ii;ip 
''?N l:lnN::l.; 2 K 5:22, l:l'1!;J-'Ji!i ''?N 1N::l :1l :11'1l1). The author stresses both God's promptitude 
-·· ·.• T "T' ··: -·· T •: T-
to answer his prayer from its start, and the promptitude of the heavenly messenger to fulfill God's 
command and the need of the praying. Therefore, this understanding seems more appropriate than 
supposing the meaning "this time" as opposed to the previous visit. 
304 Lit. ,,a word". According to BDB, i;i.;r may be understood, in different logical contexts, as 
utterance, order, matter, fact, et.al. Here is clearly a message, a prophetic message. See 1 S 3:15.17. 
305 :1J;ll(t niimi:;r ':J - lit: because you are 'treasures'. The phrase, usually n1i1~D i!i'N is 
defective in this verse (comp. with Dan 10:3.11.19, 11:43) but it obviously has the same meaning. 
Since the angel wants to say that Daniel is highly esteemed and greatly beloved by the Heaven, I add 
"lo Heaven," so that the reader may have a correct understanding. Though Daniel was sometimes 
highly esteemed on the earth, there is nothing in the text to make us believe that the angel refers to the 
human consideration. 
306 See note 105. ;i~!~ I :11(t1~ is given here as a synonym for i;i.;r word, message, which is, 
obviously, the message spoken about in the previous clause. The clause :1~!1;):;1 p:;i1 stands in 
apposition or in a synonymic parallelism with i;i.;r:;i 1'::l1 . Compare the similar clause in Dan 10:1: 
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Dan 9: 23 
Dan 10:1 
il~i~;l 
i!Ni~:l 
The main difference is in mood and person: 
p;;i1 i::ii:i 
' ' -
,i, ilt:l1 1:;i;i::n1~ r::ii 
[Now] perceive the message, and understand this revelation! 
[Now] he perceived the message, and he has[ received] understanding in that revelation. 
Because this parallel use of the phrase was not observed, some translations are different in 
Dan 10:1, e.g., the understanding of the message, came to him in a vision (NIV), or it was explained to 
him in a vision (TEV), possibly according to LXX, [and great power f and understanding in the vision 
was given lo him. Collins (352) keenly observed that "word" and "vision (revelation)" in v. 23 are 
equivalent. Baldwin (168) says: "In the light of what follows, vision may seem a strange word to use, 
for in the context the Hebrew mar' eh like flaz8n in verse 21, refers to what is heard rather than what is 
seen: it has acquired the general meaning 'revelation' (Ob. 1:1; Na. 1:1)." 
Hence the term refers to the revelation I prophecy yet to be delivered by Gabriel in the 
following verses, and not to the previous vision (Dan 8:26a-27) or to the prophecy of Jeremiah alluded 
to in v.1-2, in spite of the appearances in all present translations. This observation, however, does not 
invalidates other obvious links of this new oracle to the previous vision (e.g. v. 21 -7 ch. 8:15-16; v. 
22-7 ch. 8:27; v. 24 -7 ch. 8:14, v. 27 -7 ch.8:24-25). 
307 See also note 309. The verb of this sentence is in singular, while the subject is in plural. This is a 
known syntactic device to mean the subject's plurality as a unity, a multitude taken as a whole. 
Otherwise, "cutting" the 70 weeks, would possibly mean to cut them up, cut them into pieces. As 
Charles explained: " The singular verb after the plural subject is to be explained on the ground that the 
seventy weeks are regarded as a unit of time." (R.H. Charles, The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of 
the Old Testament. 2 vols. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913, p. 240). Among the authors agreeing on 
this point are, C. F. Keil, Biblical Commentary on the Book of Daniel, Biblical Commentary on the 
Old Testament, Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1950, p. 339; Moses Stuart, Hints on the 
Interpretation of Prophecy. Andover, MA: Allen, Morrill and Wardwell, 1842, p.268; James A. 
Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel. The International Critical 
Commentary. Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1927, p. 376). 
308 The Hebrew !l1::lW is a noun developed from a passive participle ("bese-ened") and its pragmatic 
- ' 
meaning is always week, a cycle of seven days. There is a tendency to translate ~1::ltiJ as a "seven," a 
period of seven, suggesting that the term itself was used in a more general meaning, for any cycle of 
seven: heptad, seven periods. This special meaning is given as basis in Holladay's Lexicon. The only 
evidence provided is Ez 21:23/28, with the phrase Ii1ll;l9 '~;:itq, which is rendered by all translators 
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as oaths, (except Jerome, who reads sabbatorum - "of the Sabbaths"). It is possible, that Holladay 
borrowed the idea from the Targum: :ii;i )'J~t !liLim )'!l::liNi )'!11' N'? pJN1 = "and they 
didn't know that there were 49 times ... " (see Miqrai Qodesh, Propheten, Tom 8, Lemberg, Druck und 
Verlag van Pessel Balaban, p. t!l verso). Thus Rashi refers to a period of 49, and this interpretation is 
repeated in the Yiddish commentary, while Metsudath Dawid refers to oaths. Anyway, we cannot take 
a rabbinical exegesis as the actual, linguistic meaning. BDB Gesenius and Thayer's Lexicon relate this 
phrase to the radical !l::liLi to take an oath. 
Davidson and BDB Gesenius also attach to the term !11::liLi the meaning of week of years and 
- , 
period of seven (days, years), that is heptad, week. No indisputable evidence is given for this general 
meaning, except Dan 9:23 (which is not conclusive in itself, since it must have, in all probability, the 
usual meaning of week, as it is in Gn 29:27 too. Translators should not make the mistake of 
interpreting the apocalyptic, hidden language, for the reader. The task of disclosing figurative or 
symbolic meaning should be left rather to exegetes. 
The Greek equivalent in LXX, borrowed by Vulgate, is EiJooµW;, rendered in some lexicons as 
a period of seven (days, years, etc), and in Planche's Lexicon (p. 374) as number seven, week, seventh 
day (Sabbath). It is obvious that in Hebrew, as in Greek, the name of the week is etymologically 
related to the number seven (!11::liLiH!l::liLi; <pooµW;B bmi, Efliioµo,), as it is in Latin or the Romance 
- T - ·; 
languages (e.g. Romanian: siiptiimanii - "week," lat septimana H septem, septima - "the seventh"). 
However, in Hebrew, at least, as in Romanian, the term is always used only as a determined period of 
seven, the week, not in a general sense. It is an avoidable fallacy to confuse the etymologically 
meaning with the pragmatic sense of a term. 
There is another aspect of the term in this verse. While the usual form of plural for lJ1::ltt' is 
Mi!11::ltt', in this instance we find a masculine form in the plural: l:l'!11::ltt'. Some exegetes (e.g. E. J. 
Young, Leupold, Moses Stuart, Broadman Bible Commentary, Desmond Ford, et.al.) find relevant the 
fact that the masculine plural appears in Daniel only and they reason: because this noun in Dan 10:2 is 
qualified by l:l'~.' (days), this is to specify that the author means a heptad of days, not a general 
heptad that might have been formed of months or years. After a thorough analysis yet, this is not that 
great argument, because of two certain facts, at least: a) In Daniel, the use of plural or gender for some 
other nouns is also unusual, b). the addition l:l'~' (days) in 10:2, to qualify the "heptads," never 
., 
means in Hebrew the time units, but it always means that the writer emphasise a full period, numbered 
in days, not an approximate one, as Holladay's and Davidson's Lexicon recognise. The New BDB-
Gesenius Lexicon also gives Dan 10:2-3 to illustrate the general meaning of time, not to specify days 
as contrasting with years et.al. This scientifically proven meaning of l:l'~: l:l'!11::ltt' in Dan 10:2-3 as 
weeks or full weeks, is reflected in most translations (LXX, KJV and NKJ, ASV and NAS, NAB, 
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WEB, LUT, ELB, LSG, DRB, NEG, RSV and NRS, NIV, Menge, Cornilescu). Few translations insert 
"of days": Theodotion, followed by Vulgate, SVV, some Romanian Orthodox translations, et.al. 
However, this is not a proof that they meant to stress any distinction as some modern scholars do. For 
example, phrases expressing units of time with the addition "of days" are usual in the Romanian 
common language, with the same meaning as in Biblical Hebrew, just stressing the length of that time, 
never to distinguish periods of days from periods of years or months. 
To exemplify the qualificative use of t:l'r.J,' in Dan 10:2, the following comparisons are very 
helpful: Gn 29:14, Nu 11:20.21 ("month of days"-to distinguish it from a "month of years"?), Gn 
41 :1, 2Sam 13:23, 14:28, Jr 28:3, 28:11, ("years of days"- did Hebrews have "years of years," too?). 
See also Lv 25:8, where we have "Sabbaths (weeks) of years". It was not sufficient for the author to 
say only Sabbaths I weeks (nin::ii!i); he even added that they mean "seven times seven years". 
' ' 
Moses Stuart and Tregelles suggest that the author may have been influenced by the attached 
numeral t:l'l1:;ii!i in his use of this uncommon masculine plural of the term. Moses Stuart even 
launches a very acceptable idea: the term may have been the author's dialectal variant. Concerning its 
meaning he gives (like Tregelles) a more attractive argument, linking these "70 weeks" with the "70 
years" of v. 2. Thus, after his logic, the meaning runs like this: not 70 years, as in Jeremiah's 
prophecy, but 70 weeks of years Smart, but not convincing. He also refers to Gn 29:18.20.27 arguing 
that, in the phrase "fulfil her week," we have a week of years, heptad. But this is not so obvious in the 
text, although the marriage deal between Laban and Jacob involved two periods of seven years. (It is 
known that wedding feasts customarily lasted one week - see Jg 14:12 - , and Jacob was to have 
Rachel also at the close of Leah's marital festivities - see Gn 29:28-30. It is plain that Jacob did not 
serve another seven years before Rachel became his wife. This occurred at the close of Leah's festal 
week). 
Walvoord takes for granted the meaning of heptad, advancing the argument of a Latin use: 
Marcus Varro, in Aul. Gellius, N.A. III., 10: undecimam annorum hebdomadem ... diem septuaginta. 
hebdomadas (cited in Ford, Desmond, DAU p. 206). I simply cannot understand how could a Latin 
use prove an occult meaning of a Hebrew term. 
Actually, all this frantic search for a new linguistic sense of pi::i~ was determined by a strong 
reaction of the exegetes against a traditional Protestant hermeneutic tool, which was called "the year-
day principle" (See p. 83). Tregelles, for example, makes war against those who take this term as 
meaning a week, which then they understand as a heptad (seven years) on the year-day principle only, 
and not on a linguistic basis. He compared pi:::i~ week I period of seven, with iiiD¥ (decade - see Gn 
24:55). The phrase i!i7i1? iiiD¥ the decade of a month, the tenth day, occurs at least 11 times in the 
OT, nowhere may we find an 1iiD¥ of years .. Then he cites Gesenius saying that p,:::i~ is applicable 
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sometimes to days and sometimes to years, as if we have a comparable number of occurrences for both 
meanings, while the actual score is 8 / 0 in Daniel only, and 26 / 0 in all OT, for the usual meaning of 
week. The only place where the meaning week of years would fit the context is Dan 9:24-27, but not 
on strict linguistic basis. Therefore, I think we would better translate the term with its usual meaning 
of week, as most Bible versions do, then let exegetes do their best with it. 
Since many exegetes find the masculine plural ending of ~1:::ltf) to be relevant for the meaning 
unit of seven in Dan 9:24-25 and 10:3, it is helpful to refer to the most comprehensive study made on 
double-gender Hebrew nouns by D. Michel. He discovered a very instructive rule: whereas plural in 
ni- indicates an entity or grouping which is made up of individual parts, the plural in C'. - is to be 
understood as a plural of quantity or a plural of groups. Compare for instance, the noun :i.ltfi year, 
which has both forms of plural: Ps 90:4.9, and Ps 90:10.15, Job 10:5, 16:22). 
Basel verified and applied Michel's results to ~1:::l~ in Dan 9:24-25, showing that this 
masculine plural form is intentional, placing emphasis on the sum total of the 70 weeks as a whole 
time unit. See Diethelm Michel, Grundlegung einer hebraischen Syntax 34-39,49, Neukirchen-Vluyn: 
Neukirchener Verlag, 1977; and Gerhard F. Basel, "The Hebrew Masculine Plural for Weeks in the 
Expression 'Seventy Weeks' in Daniel 9:24." in Andrews University Seminary Studies, 31 (1993) 107-
120. To confirm this idea, we may add the significance of the singular ending of the verb lt:',n~_ 
(instead of the plural 1::innl_ for a normal agreement) as it is shown at pp.149-152. 
309 See pp. 149-152. 
310 The common meaning ascribed to the preposition"'?" in most places is to, for, at, or of the (thus 
indicating direction, purpose, result, place and belonging) and LXX use of infinitive (or infinitive 
preceded by article in genitive in LXT), followed by VUL (ut consumettur et.al.), indicate purpose. 
Many translations reflect this meaning (WEB, ASV, NAS, RSV, NRS, KJV, NKJ, NAB, NEG, LSG, 
ELB, NIV, Menge, New Greek 1919 et.al.). However, the preposition"~ "in plenty of occurrence, 
denotes time lapse (Ex 34:25, cf. 23:18, Dt 16:4, 1 S 13:8, Am 4:7) to mean until, or up to. The author 
makes a similar use in Dan 8:17d.(v.19b?). The logical context of the clause in Hebrew makes obvious 
this meaning of the preposition. Among the few ones to confirm this meaning are TEV and some 
Romanian versions (Cornilescu, ROV). While both translations (to I until) are eventually convergent, I 
feel that the second is more precise and matches better the syntax. 
311 N'?::i - The basic meaning of the root is to shut up, stop, restrain, withhold, hinder, arrest, make 
cease, close, confine, imprison. (See Gn 8:2, Nu 11:28, Ps 40:10.12, 88:9, 119:101, Jer 32:3, 37:15, 
Hag 1:10). It is never used in Pi'el form, as indicated here by the Masoretes. Their indication seems to 
be a Qerf for :i~;i to complete, bring to and end, finish, 11U1ke an end with, since a number of 
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manuscript read clearly ;i';i:;i. Now, if we consider the variant manuscripts, we may read the following 
phrases as synonym: 
ll~;:i;:r 
niii!ttpD 
;i~:;i i, 
on;iS, 
.. ,. : 
= umil the completion of the rebellion 
= until tlw full measure of sins 
This reading is cogent, because phrases expressing such or similar thought and words are 
common in the Bible: Cl')J~l;ltl Oli;:t reach theft.di measure of rebellious sins (Dan 8:23), 1iP. Cl~~ 
the wrongdoing I guilt ... is ... complete (Gn 15:16), fj? Ji~ np:;i when the wrongdoing comes to an 
end (Ez 35:5), lli~t?t,? 'l'.'lbrli'.)J /will consume I remove your impurity (Ez 22:15), lJ.i~-on; your 
iniquity is finished I your punishment is complete (Lam 4:2), rrAT]pwmrtE to µEi:pov ... you fill the 
measure [of sins] (Mat 23:32), &vuTTATJPW<JO'.t ... t"'- &µupdm; fill up ... the misdeeds (!Th 2:16). 
312 1i)J i!,l:;J to atone for iniquity- a usual phrase in OT (!Sam 3:14, Ps 78:38, Pr 16:6, Is 22:14, 27:9, 
Jer 18:23). i!,l:;J means "cover," pay ransom for, propitiate for, atone for, expiate, or even, blot out, 
purify, absolve, forgive. The frequency of the root in the OT raises to about 180. Much ink has run to 
explain the origin of this Hebrew term, but its pragmatic sense is clear from the respective contexts 
and from the old translations. In LXX I LXT is usually rendered by lJ .. WKoµut I E~tAiiaKoµut, "atone"; 
in YUL expio, propitio "expiate" I "atone". While some scholars are very uncomfortable with this 
idea, out of philosophical concern, translation is simple yet, and the pragmatic use of the term, in 
different contexts, indicate removing of sin through a ritual-symbolic payment (sacrifice) to satisfy 
justice and be reconciled to God. 1i)J means, literally, crookedness, wryness, thence moral distortion, 
perversion: unrighteousness, injustice, iniquity, wrongdoing, sin; guilt. 
313 N':q1 1ilt;i ohr;i~: - LXX has KO'.L (JUVt<J.rn0ijVO'.L to opuµu, "and to be finished the vision," 
while Theodotion has rnt tou o<j>puy[aut opuoLV KO'.L TTpo<j>l\tTJV, "and to seal up vision and prophet". 
YUL renders it as et impleatur visio et prophetes, "and to be fulfilled the vision and the prophet." 
Many English translations have the definite article here ("the vision and ... "), or have rendered 
prophecy instead of prophet. However, the Hebrew text is quite clear and we do not need to do any 
emendation. 
314 See pp. 155-159 for linguistic analysis of this expression. 
315 
.•.. '?1 .... '? 1:;r;r N:;tb-W lit. from the issue of a word to ... The phrase 1:;i:i li!t:;tb is, practically, 
identical with i:::li K;;' a word went out, from v. 23. Since the word i:::li word, has different 
TT T'T TT 
connotations, and contextual use is the best indication of its pragmatic meaning, I prefer to translate it 
message in v. 23, because the angel (messenger) who was speaking about it, said that it went out from 
a higher authority before he came to make it known to Daniel. This is, clearly, a message, so I 
translated accordingly the verb K;;' "came out" as was delivered [to me]. The phrase may have 
' 
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different contextnal meanings, as the word -::r1 is meant as utterance, saying, answer, matter, thing, 
' ' 
deed, promise, sentence, resolution, decree, order, et.al. These are a few examples of different use: 
Gn 25:50 -::;r;i;:t N~: ;"TF1'0 from YHWH came this matter I sentence; Nu 30:3 N;;t'iJ i"i?'1 the 
promise /vow that he made (Is 51:3, 55:11, Jer 44:17); Est 1:17 --::;ii N¥'.- the news ... will go forth 
or the deed will be made know; Ez 33:30 ;"TJ;'i' l"1NO N;;ti';:t "i?;i;i; the message I resolution come 
out from YHWH: Ecc 5:1-6 "i::li N'li;ii, "i;"TO'-i,N; do not haste to utter a word /vow; Ne 6:19 ;i, 
• T T • : .• - ; 
l:l'N'liO 1':;t ''.:1?"11 and they were making my words come out to him (i.e. carried out I reported my 
words to him). 
The meaning of royal order I decree is well-attested in places like Est 1:19, 2Sam 24:4, !Ch 
21 :4, Est 3:15, 8:14 et.al. And this is the best translation in Dan 9:25. The "word" "coming out" in 
this instance is not hearsay, not even a message only, but an authoritative word (a royal order I 
decree), because it deals with the political authorisation of whole civil restoration of Jerusalem. In 
fact, many older or contemporary translations render this meaning of order, commandment, decree. 
LXX reads: Kat Eup~OEL<; 11poatuyµo:m and you will find orders. This seems to be a confusion of N;-b 
(Kethib for Nlib issue) with NlO to find, which was corrected by Theodotion into r'rno E~ooou Miyou 
' ' ' 
from issue of word. However, LXX is, practically, right when understands "i::li as "orders". And 
' ' 
even its reading of Nlb is rooted in the OT Hebrew. First, the spelling Nlb instead of NliO is not 
' ' ' 
common; from over thirty occurrences in the OT, this defective spelling is attested in Job 38:27 and 
Daniel 9:25 only. Second, the verb NlO find, receive, discover, secure, acquire, get, meet, encounter, 
' ' 
learn, devise, find out, detect, guess, come upon, befall is well attested in combinations with "i::l'1 (Dt 
' ' 
4:30 l:l'"l?lV 11N~~1 these words will found I reach you; 2Ch 19:3 1N¥~J l:l'"i?l [good] things I 
words were found; Est 2:23 N;;t~'! "i?;t;:t: ... the word I matter {was searched] and it was found; Job 
19:28 N~OJ "1?:1 ... word I matter is found .. ; Eel 12:10 ... -'}:;1'1 N':J.Oi, ... tofind I discover words 
of. .. ; Jer 15:161')?"') 1Nl~J Your words were found; Ne 5:8 "i?';! 1Nl1? 161 they didn'tfind any 
word {to answer]). The syntagm "i::l'1 NlO (actually, "i::l'1 N':J.O to adapt it to the sentence's syntax), 
TT TT TT : 
would mean to find (or, finding of) a word, i.e. learning, receiving, getting of a word. This would 
allow the period to be reckoned by the arrival of that word, not by its inception. However, since 
Theodotion, Jerome and, practically, all Bible translators up to this day followed the reading attested 
later by the Masoretes (i?') N~b) it is wisest to give it the first consideration. It sounds more natnral, 
anyway, ar.1 is attested in the Danielic context. 
According to BDB, the meanings of N~in I Nfb is act I place of going out I forth, issue, 
export, source, spring (of water), rising (sun), east (of sun), way out, that which goes forth, utterance, 
place of departure, mine (of silver). Since it derives from the verb Nl' to go (come) out, we may add 
from the latter, other usual nuances: outgoing, outcome, forthcoming, appearance, departnre, going 
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forth (to a place I with purpose I for result), going forward, proceeding to (or toward something), lead-
off, introduction, bringing out (of), leading out, deliverance. Holladay understands it as outlet, exit, act 
of going out and even import (2 K 10:28). For the latter example (2 K 10:28), Davidson has origin 
(or race) while BDB has export. The apparent contradiction between the three translations (origin, 
export, import) calls our attention to an interesting but natural phenomenon with the verbal root N:>' 
which expresses not only the act of going out, as start of a movement, but often it means the whole 
way to a certain place or end. This is similar to some English verbs like go or come, whose precise 
meaning is indicated by prepositions (out, on, in, at, et.al.). N:>' is often used with prepositions. 
Therefore, contrasting notioiis as export-import, outcome-income, departure-arrival, exit-entrance, 
spring-inflow are normally expressed by this verb, to illustrate its broad and elastic pragmatic 
meaning. These are many instances where N:>' could be as well translated by its opposite - arriving, 
(or at least coming, going) instead of leaving, like in the following places: Ez 47:8 [waters] are caused 
to go out(= enter) into the sea; !Sam 17:55 going out(= coming forth) to the ... encounter ... ; !Sam 
26:20 went out (=came forth I in) to search for. .. ; Is 51 ::5 [My salvation] went out (=is on the way, is 
near) ... ; Gn 24:59 [the matter] went out (and came) from Yahweh ... ; Ex 2:11 he went out (=came) to 
his brethren ... ; Ex 15:22 [after their departure from the Red Sea] they went out (=reached) the 
wilderness ... ; Nu 11:26 they didn't went out (come) to the tabernacle ... ; Nu 22:32 I went out (=came 
to you) as an adversary ... ; Is 37:36 [an angel] went out (=came, appeared) and struck ... ; Jer 9:2 they 
went out(= proceed, go, reached) from evil to evil. .. ; Jer 25:32 [an evil] is going out (=is going on) 
from nation to nation ... ; Zee 5:5 [the angel] went out (=came) and said to me. In Daniel, this use is 
also instructive: 9:22 I now went out (=and came) to give you understanding ... ; 9:23 a word went out 
(=a message was sent to me) and I came to deliver it to you. From this point of view, i~'1 N:>iO the 
' ' ' 
coming out of a word (i.e. the issue of a decree), does not necessarily mean the departure of the 
"word" only, because the verb may legitimately indicate the whole process of its deliverance (sending 
out, putting forth, issuing, publishing, delivering, officially announcing), carrying and turning it over, 
as a letter. 
This may appear as a pedantic pleading for naught, hut if one thinks to the time of Daniel, he I 
she may understand the need for this precision. An ancient decree was actually an imperial letter that 
had to travel long time, usually a couple of months, before reaching its destination place. And yet, one 
could not say that the "word" was published until a first convocation was possible, to officially 
announce the Assembly. For the scholar who will apply historically this prophetic period, this 
linguistic specification embodied in the translation would be of some help. 
"From the issuing of a decree" fits best the logic of the sentence and is worth to be followed, 
as a number of translations did to this time (e.g. NAB, NAS, NJV). 
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316 ::l'lLl;;t';l lit., to make come back, in view of bringing back (from ':i to + ::l'W;;t Hiph'il of ::l1!Ll 
come back). The direct object of this verb is Jerusalem: to bring back (=restore the property of! 
Jerusalem. BDBG Lexicon 998-999 gives the following meanings of this Hiph'il: bring back, answer, 
turn, return, recover, put back, give back, pay back, turn back, repulse, reverse, revoke, restore, and 
for its meaning in Dan 9:25 it recommends restore, in opposition to Driver (138) and Collins (355) 
who would apply the verb to the return of the exiles. We should not forget that the direct object of this 
verb is explicitly Jerusalem, in the text. 
LXX and El have rendered it as li110KpL0ijvm to answer (cf. 2 S 3:11, 1 K 12:6), which is a 
legitimate meaning of the verb, but it does not fit here. Jerome didn't consider it separately, but read it, 
probably, like ::l1!Ll (that sometimes means again, see Holladay 362), linked it to the following verb 
liil?':i to build, construe~ edify, and translated ut iterum aedificetur Hierusalem ("to be built again 
Jerusalem"). But this is not However, most translations give the best understanding of restore (KJV, 
NKJ, NAB, WEB, ASV, NIV, NAS, RSV, ELB, DRB, NRS), while some of them follow the Vulgate 
(LUT, TEV, some French and Romanian translations). JB and NJB have to return. Origenis Hexapla 
(F. Field, 926) also quotes the Latin version reading, restituere et aedificare, "to restore (restitute) and 
build". 
Brempong Owusu-Antwi, The Chronology of Daniel 9:24-27, ATS Publications, Berrien 
Springs, MI, 1995, p. 131-144, shows that this two verbs in v. 25 !iil:;b1 ... ::l'W;;t'? to restore and 
build have distinct meanings. They are not a hendiadys, are not epexegetic, since their respective 
meanings are completely different. Moreover, their distinct meanings reveal the logical order: first 
restore (political), then build (physical). The 44 occurrences of infinitives construct as well as the 
seven infinitives absolute of ::l'lLl;;t never apply to the physical reconstruction of a city. This is 
confirmed by S. R. Driver, The Book of Daniel, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1922, p.138, 
and William L. Holladay, The Root shubh in the Old Testament, Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1958. p. 87-105. 
It were expectable for the infinitive ::l'W;;t':i to speak about the exiles' returning, as some Biblical 
occurrences and the historical context suggest (1 K 8:34, Jerl2:15, 16:15, 23:3, 24:6.14, 30:3, 32:37, 
Zee 10:10, 2Ch 6:25. Cf. Holladay, op. cit. 88). However, this is a different case, because the direct 
object of this verb and of the joint verb liil::l';l1 .. .is clearly Jerusalem. Thus Jerusalem only is here 
considered to be "brought" I "given" I "put" back. The Hiph'il stem of ::l1!Ll, when used in connection 
with things like land, kingdom, cities, means always restoration of the ownership and governance or 
control to the indirect object (the right owner) as one may check out the following references: land (Jg 
11:13, 2Sam 9:7), cities (I K 20:34, 2 K 13:25, 14:22.25, 16:6, 25, 28, 2 Ch 26:2), kingdom (2Sam 
16:3, 1 K 12:21, 2Ch 11:1, 2 S 8:3). 
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The translation recover or make restitution of is sometimes more appropriate. The term restore 
is acceptable, as the point 5 of the entry restore in Webster's Encyclopedic Unabridged Dictionary 
defines it: I. to bring back into existence, use, or the like; re-establish: to restore order. 2. to bring 
back to a former, more desirable condition: to restore a painting. 3. to bring back to a state of health, 
soundness, or vigour. 4. to put back; return, as to a former place, position, or rank: to restore books to 
a shelf; to restore a monarch to a throne. 5. to give back; make return or restitution of (anything 
taken away or lost). 6. to reproduce or reconstruct (an ancient building, extinct animal, etc.) in the 
original state. 
However, because some of the possible connotations of restore, even in relation to a city, could 
suggest reconstruct, repair, renew, rather than restoring ownership, I opt for to restore the control 
over, to recede, or to politically restore. 
317 There is no doubt about the basic meaning of the noun. 11'1+i~. anoint one. According to Owusu-
Antwi, op. cit. 162, it is used 38 times in the OT for different persons who became, by the sacred rite 
of anointing, the anointed [of the Lord]. The term is applied 30 times to kings (Saul, David, Cyrus and 
others), 6 times to different high priests, and twice to the patriarchs. One prophet is reported to have 
been anointed (1K19:16) and twice, this divine anointing is attributed to non-Israelite kings (Cyrus Is 
45:1, and 1 K 19:15). Because the noun has no article in Dan 9:25, and nowhere in the OT was 
discovered an eschatological Saviour called, simply, 11'rD7? (like a name, with no article), - or, maybe 
more accurately, because of the rationalistic theology with its deep antichristian thrust - , the Christian 
Saviour was nearly left out of this prophecy by lexicographers and liberal exegetes. Holladay (219), 
for instance, after a total silence about the Dan 9:25, assigns the meaning high priest for the 
occurrence in Dan 9:26, then closes his n'tliO entry with the remark: "N.B. 'Messiah' as 
- .. 
eschatological savior-figure not in O.T." 
BDBG (603) gives as special meaning of the term in Dan 9:25-26, Messianic Prince, 
according to Briggs (Messianic Prophecy), then refers to others who shuffled in v. 25 Cyrus the Great 
or the high priest Joshua, and in v.26, the Syrian king Seleucus IV or the high priest Onias III. This is 
a serious challenge for any Christian scholar, because it is the only place in the OT to refer directly to 
the Eschatological Saviour. To meet it, I propose a number of reasons, which can substantiate the 
traditional Christian exegesis. 
1) Some common nouns (like titles and appellations) become, in time, proper names or, at least, 
function as proper names. They are often used in parallel as definite and indefinite nouns. For 
instance, nouns like 1t;11J:I, 0'19-::i."'}, np_~-::i."'}, .i~-::i."'}, Cl'li:;i.~-::i."'} are best translated in NRS and 
many other modern translations, the Tartan, the Rabsaris, the Rabshakeh, the Rabmag, the captain of 
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the guard 2 K 18 - 19, Is 20:1, Is 36 - 37). A similar origin has the term ;i!l~;J.(lit. "great house," the 
common title of the king of Egypt BDB) that sounded like a proper name for the Jews, and is 
invariably transliterated as such (Pharaoh). If the title l!.'t+ilt has any definite application to the 
cschatological Saviour in OT, then this unique indefinite occurrence, should be understood as a title-
name, definite by itself - Messiah. 
2) While Canaanite male local divinities are always refereed by the definite noun ':ip:;i;:t the Baal, 
(i.e. the Possessor I Owner I Lord I Master Jg 6, 1 K 18, 2 K 10 et.al.), it is universally translated as a 
name, in striking contrast with Yahweh, a veritable name who needs no article definite. However, the 
common name of the Divinity (God) is found in both indefinite and definite forms (Q':i':i~ Gn 1-3, 
Cl';;i,~ Gn 5 - 6) and is always translated as a proper name, definite by itself - God. The common 
name ;:ri':i~ I ;:ri':i~ (a god - Ps 18:32, 114:7, Is 44:8, Ne 9:17, 2Ch 32:15, Dan 11 :37-39) the true 
singular form of Cl';"l-i,~ has an indefinite form when used like a proper name - God - with most 
occurrences in the book of Job (40 times, against 5 times in other books: Dt 32:15, Ps. 50:22, Ps. 
139:19, Prov. 30:5, Hab. 3:3). Occurrences with definite article are found in Aramaic only (Ezra 4- 7, 
Dan 2.3.5.6). The noun i,~ "power," chief. a god, is found also with the definite article c"~:;t the 
[true] god, God, e.g. Dt 10:17, Dan 9:4). But it often has an indefinite form, yet with definite meaning 
c"~ God, e.g. Job 20:29, Ps 104:21, Mal 1:9) The divine titles, '1~ Almighty (52 occurrences, most 
of them in Job and Genesis) and 1i'~~ Most High (34 occurrences, most of them in Psalms and 
Pentateuch) are always used as proper names. The latter is used 14 times adjectivally, sometimes with 
the definite article, with the common, basic meaning: upper, higher. Even God's cosmic adversary, 
Satan, usually appears with definite article (the Satan = the Adversary, the Enemy, all 11 occurrences 
in Job, and Zee 3:1-2). When is indefinite, it has a general meaning, referring to human beings (1~(!) 
' ' 
an adversary, enemy, !Sam 29:4, 2Sam 19:23, 1 K 5:18, 11 :14.23.25, Ps 71:13, 109:6.20, or it can be a 
divine being, as in Nu 22:22.32). In one place only, in the post-exilic Biblical Hebrew (lCh 21:1) the 
appellation 1t;li!J has no article and proved to be used as a proper name too, which is attested by all 
Biblical translations. Although it is the only occurrence, it is clear enough to consider it. This is a good 
linguistic lesson to learn to deal properly with the title-appellation IJ''t+itt. The LXX's strange reading 
of the phrase i'Jl n'tLi~ ill as noALv Kup[<,l a city for the Lord, seems to indicate such an 
identification, which is not so difficult to make on OT basis only, since the King Messiah is a divine 
being too, not only the last and supreme Davidic Ruler (Cf. Is 9:6-7, 10:21, Ps 45: 6-8, Ps 110). The 
preposition il,l until, was obviously misread as i'll city, so that Kupl<i> to The Lord, seems to be a 
Targum-like translation of i'J~ IJ''tLilt as 'The Lord I YHWH" (Cf. LXX in Gn 12:7, 13: 18, Ex 8:4, 
Bel I :25 et.al.). If the eschatological Messiah is spoken of in OT as sharing the true divinity, or at least 
as a supernatural being, it would be no wonder to find this title in indefinite form, as a proper name -
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Messiah. (In favour of the LXX' translation, compare with Xp1at6, Kupwi; from Lk 2:11, which an 
angel also-Gabriel?- announces, v. 1:19.26, 2:9). 
3) In a like manner, an epithet applied to the Messiah, n~~ a branch, scion, shoot (Jer 23:5, 
33:15, and ls 4:2?), which synonyms had been applied by Isaiah to the messianic King ((!ii.W root, 
growth ls 11:10, 53:2, it9M branch, twig ls 11:1, i~l. sprout, branch ls 11:1) is used later, in 
postexilic times as a name (Zee 3:8, 6:12). No wonder that ri'(!il?, which became more frequently 
used, could dispense with the article and yet name a definite person, "the Messiah". 
4) NT applies the Greek equivalent term Xpwtoi; as a title-appellation of the eschatological 
Davidic king, "The Anoint One," to Jesus of Nazareth, the true Christ ("The Christ," or "Christ"). The 
Greek equivalent was used in LXX for the Davidic Ruler (Ps 2:2, Ps 132/131:17 etc, Lam 4:20, 2Ch 
6:42, PS 17:32 et.al.). Indeed, patriarchs and prophets predicted the advent of a unique Ruler over 
Israel and Nations, from David's dynasty (Gn 49:10, 2Sam 7:12-16, 23:3-5, Mi 5:5, Is 4:2, 7:14, 9:6-7, 
11:1-10, Jer 23:5-6, 33:14-16, Zee 3:8-9, 6:12-13 et.al.). If we accept that the Greek of NT (as with 
LXX) reflects a lot the Jewish thought-language patterns, then we should consider that from the 
approx. 530 occurrences of the Greek equivalent of Messiah, approx. 60% are without article (e.g. Lk 
2:11, Heb 3:6 lPt 3:18), though definitely used as mission name, often beside the personal name Jesus. 
The rest have definite article and are used as a title: o Xpwt6i; the Christ, the Messiah (e.g. Mt 2:4, 
16:16.20, 24:5). Thus usage of the indefinite form ri'~I? is attested first in Daniel 9:25-26, and 
afterward ret1ected in NT. 
5) This is not only a good probability, but the Hebrew-Yiddish editions of the TNK confirm it: bis 
auf Maschiach, den Fursten. Also The Jewish Encyclopedia (vol. 8, KTAV Publishing House, Inc., 
New York, 1901, p. 505) does state: "Messiah [ .... ]: The name or title of the ideal king of the 
Messianic age; used also without the article as a proper name-'MashiaJ!' (in the Babylonian 
Talmud and in the midrash literature) ... " .My underlining. 
6) It is known that often in Hebrew poetry, nouns usually receiving the definite article stand 
without article, and yet they should be understood as definite (e.g, fl.~ [the] earth, l:l'~~ [the] sky, 
Jg 5:4.20, ::l~iN [the] enemy Pl 2:17). According to Gesenius (402-403), there are a number of nouns 
that stand always without article, such as the archaic I poetic terms (!iill!t man, n~l??i> the deep 
darkness, ]l.i the prince, ~iN(!i the Hades, 'li9 the field, l:li;"TJ:i the ocean, the abyss ;"\:'(!i1r1 the 
effectual working, ~;:!D the world. Since the prophetic part of this chapter is written in poetry like 
most of the prophetic oracles in OT, no wonder to meet a word like ri'~I? without article. Rather one 
wonders if the presence of the article would put messianic emphasis on this prophecy so rich in 
soteriologic-eschatological terminology. 
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7) The indefinite form of the noun 1:T'Wi? in v. 25 is not the only case in this prophecy. In v. 24, in 
similar situations are niNlf!D ,., sins, 1i~ ,., iniquity, 1iti;i '1" prophecy, N':l) th' prophet, Cl'lli/J? 
W"Jp "" most holy Sanctuary. In v. 25 we find :lir1! ,., square, f~1\i '"' decision. In v. 27, the last 
word would normally had article: Cl~i!i ,., devastation. In the previous prophecy, chapter 8, we meet 
other nouns skipping the rule: n~~ ,., Truth (v.12), N?¥ '1" host (v. 13), lli"Jp ••• Sanctuary (v. 
13.14). But the most striking comparison in the literary context is a second occurrence of this 
"indefinite" noun n't!i~ in Dan 9:26. If the first occurrence had been intended to mean a certain 
- . ' 
anointed, then the recurrence of the noun should have had the definite article, according to the 
syntactical usage. But since both occurrences are morphologically indefinite, yet contextually 
connected, there results that in both cases the word D'i!il? has a use similar with a personal name. In 
v. 26 n't!i~ was translated as Messiah (YLT, KJV, NKJ, NEG, NAB, WEB, DRB), the anointed one 
- . ' 
(ASV, NIV). TEV has in both verses God's chosen leader. Other translations (e.g. LUT, ELB, RSV, 
NRS, LSG) rendered an anoint one. Jerome's Vulgate has Christus (Christ) in both cases. The 
messianic identity of the "anointed" in v. 25 is still emphasised by the juxtaposed term i'l) as it is 
shown in the next note. 
318 . The meaning of D'i!ll? in v.25 is actually to be understood on the basis of its juxtaposition with the 
noun iW ruler, leader, which is roughly a synonym. Since D'Wl? is also an adjective, some scholars 
preferred to translate the phrase an anointed prince (NRS). Ploger, for instance, says, bis zu einen 
Gesalbten (als) Oberhaupt. (e.g. Otto Ploger, '"Siebzig Jahre."' In Festschrift Friedrich Baumgartel, 
ed. J. Herrmann. Erlangen: Universitatsbund, 1959. 132). This translation, however, lacks the usual 
syntactical concern. Hebrew does not put the attributive adjective before its noun. The only exce[Jtions 
do some attributive adjectives with probable affinity with numerals. And scholars give no other 
example of this kind, but the adjective br: when it means many (See Paul Jotion and T. Muraoka. A 
Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, Subsidia Biblica. Vol. 14. Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 
1991.2:521). Neither can be this expression a hendiadys, which would require a waw between the two 
nouns (See Gerhard F. Hase!, "nagfd." Theologisches Worterbuch zum Alten Testament. Edited by G 
G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgren. Stuttgart: Verlag W. Kohlhammer, 1986. 5:218). The 
best choice is to take both nouns as titles with the same referent (ibid.), as they are both used in an 
absolute sense (Marinus de Jonge . "Messiah." Anchor Bible Dictionary. Edited by David Noel 
Freedman. New York: Doubleday, 1992. 4:779). That means to render the phrase as (until) Messiah 
the Ruler. 
The noun i'll derives form the root ill to be conspicuous, be in front of and consequently 
. ' ~ 
means one in front: leader, ruler, prince (BDBG), an exalted one (Hasel, ibid.),.chief, leader, 
sovereign, prince (Holladay), superior, president, head. The term is applied largely to all kind of 
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leaders and representatives (!Ch 13:1, 2 Ch 32:21, Job 29:10), such as were heads over the tribes or 
clans, over the cities, over the royal palace, over the temple, over the army et.al. The high priest also is 
called i'.l,l as one in charge with all Temple's affairs and with all religious life in Israel (2Ch 
31: 10.13, Dan 11 :22?). He was also anointed. 
The term seems to have helped make some distinction between priest and king (!Ch 29:22, 
2Ch 19:11, 2Ch 31:10.13), though the two offices were complementary, the high priest was also a 
spiritual (messianic-typological) king. Anyway, the king as political power was the supreme leader, in 
charge with all Israel's affairs. Therefore the Israelite king, beginning with Saul and going on through 
both Israelite kingdoms, was naturally named I'll (as the king of Tyre is also called in Ez 28:2). And 
. ' 
still, God's Anointed one, the providential-typological-prophetic ruler, was David and his dynasty 
down to universal King Messiah (!Ch 5:2, 28:4, 2Ch 6:5-6, Is 55:4). The only scriptures where the 
root ntLi~ to anoint and i'l) applies to the same person, refer to Israelite kings (Saul 1 Sam 9: 16, 
10:1, Solomon !Ch 29:22 et.al.). 
There is however, a last example, a strange but instructive one, by contrast. The Tyrian i'l) 
from Ez 28:2 has some striking characteristics related to the book of Daniel, especially through the 
theme Christ-Antichrist (he exalts himself as God v. 2.6.9, feels wiser than Daniel v.3, "because" he 
was a perfect wise and beautiful cherub, dwelling by God v. 12-14, was long time a perfect righteous 
being v.15, anointed nrgt?~ as a special guardian of God's throne v.14, adorned with the high-priestly 
precious stones on God's mountain v. 13-14, profaned his sanctuaries by iniquities v. 18, and by no 
human hand will be destroyed v. 18b-l 9). Without entering the exegetic kitchen of these two oracles 
in Ez 28:1-10.11-19, it is interesting to observe that there are similarities and dissimilarities between 
them. 
The Christian tradition and some modern studies indicate that v. 11-20 deal with that spirit 
who was a splendid, loyal and exalted being before he became, by sin, the hidden force of such 
kingdoms like Tyre (the wicked metropolis of the seas) and Babylon (the wicked metropolis of the 
lands, Is 14:4.12-22) et.al. Thus the difference between the Tyrian i'~l of. v. 2 and the Tyrian l?~ 
of v. 12, would be a close relationship of vassalage man I leader - cherub I king. Anyway, the two 
meet different dooms; one is killed by foreigners in v. 9-10, the other is destroyed by a fire from 
himself in v. 18b. (Cf. Richard M. Davidson, "Satan's celestial slander," Perspective Digest, ATS, 
Hagerstown, MD, 1/1996, 31-34). This is an illustration of possible nuances of meaning when we 
meet i'l) instead ofl?~· 
But there are other noticeable opinions, like that of Tomoo Ishida. As general meaning, i'~,l 
is "the appointee as the head of a certain group or organization". While used as a royal title, a 
synonym of l'?~. for all practical purposes, it has nevertheless a distinctive meaning. "one who is 
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designated as ruler of the people," emphasising the "legitimization of the kingship". (Tomoo Ishida. 
"i'll : A Term for the Legitimization of the Kingship," Annual of the Japanese Biblical Institute, 
vol. III, Tokyo, editors: Masao Sekine & Akira Satake. Yamamoto Shoten, 1977, p. 35-47). 
From a strict linguistic perspective, the best understanding is that the two terms joint in 
apposition mean "King Messiah," that is, the expected King-Priest, who is certainly the legitimate, 
God-appointed King. 
Collins (355) compares this syntactic construction with that of Jer 20:1 (i'll i'P5:l chief 
officer). If this parallel is taken seriously, again we cannot have a certain anointed, but only the 
Anointed One, par excellence. 
319 A number of translation, such as LlIT, RSV, NRS, LSG, ELB, TEV, Cornilescu, insert a period or a 
semicolon after the "seven weeks," while other translations (e.g. KJV, NKJ, YL T, NEG, NAB, WEB, 
ASV, NAS, DRB, NIV, Menge, Cornilescu-GBV) insert a comma or nothing, before the conjunction 
waw "and" {which obviously joints the two numerals). Obviously, this difference in punctuation has a 
major exegetical role in the chronology of this prophecy. Those who insert a semicolon or a full stop, 
interpret the Masoretic athnach (,) under ;i1pv seven, as a full disjunctive. Though grammarians 
usually give the athnach this significance (see Gesenius 59.61, "the principal divider within the 
verse"), there is important evidence that it was not always used as a full disjunctive. For instance, in 
Gn 3:3, and even in Dan 9:24, so close to our example, it cannot have at all a disjunctive function: 
Gn 3:3 
Dan 
9:24 
l:l'H'?~ i~l;I H::r1in:;i ilf.)~ f P.;;i 'i~~1 
pnt?rq;i \:::i. iim:1 ~.,, 1•1?~ ;'?~NM N'? 
niNt:in onn'?i lliD5:l0 Ni,~i, 
T- :- -·:- ··-: 
15~~'{ill PJ~ N':::i.;;i?i 1i~ i~:;i'?; 
o'iD'Ji? iD'.;1~ CT~T?'?) N':;i~1 pii; onr:~i 
But from the fruit of the tree which is in the 
middle of the garden, God said, 'You shall not 
ea! it, nor shall you touch it[;?] lest you die'. 
... to confine the rebellion, to seal the sins, 
to atone for iniquity, to bring in eternal rightness 
[;?]to seal both vision and prophet and to anoint 
the 1nost holy thing. 
In the light of such evidence it is amazing that, eminent scholars, like Collins (355), assert 
with so certainty: "There can be no doubt that the MT punctuation is correct". The same critics are 
ready to delete or emend a whole phrase, if necessary, and here they are found kneeling to the sacred 
athnach. Owusu-Antwi's full treatment of this challenging athnach (op. cit. 186-196) displays a lot of 
other good examples, scholarly analysed (e.g. Gn 1:1.21, 22:10, 1 K 8:42, Dan 9:2). In some places, 
the athnach has the same position as in Dan 9:25, in the middle of an enumeration: 70 talents 
[athnach] and 2400 shekels (Ex 38:29), ... the sons of Benjamin: ..... Rosh [athnach] and Muppim ... 
. (Gn 46:21), and they were a total number of 603,000 [athnachf and 550 (Nu 1:46). 
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I think, the best approach to this athnach and to all those strange and often unhelpful 
Masoretic punctuation is to rely not so much on it. It may give us sometimes a good understanding of 
the Jewish medieval interpretation of the text, but it has not the value of the inherited consonantal text. 
Translators have to make sure for themselves the actual punctuation and even the vowel signs, from 
the syntax and logic of the clause and its sentences. We should observe, for example, that Messiah is 
placed "after the 62 weeks" in Dan 9:26, therefore we should translate in. v. 25, until Messiah, the 
Ruler, there will be 7 plus 62 weeks. The whole period of 70 weeks is obviously divided in 7+62+ 1 
weeks. The first period of 7 weeks is cut off first, without assigning a special event to its end, because 
such a period had a classic, legal end in the 50th year, the jubilee (Lv 25:8-55), in close thematic 
relationship to our text. Moreover, it seems to be in parallel with the previous assertion, to make the 
first 7 weeks apply to the political and physical restoration of Jerusalem: 
A to restore and rebuild Jerusalem B until Messiah, the Ruler 
( there will be) 
A 1 seven weeks 8 1 and sixty-two weeks 
Origen's Hexapla (Field 926) quotes Aquilas ('A) and Symmachus (I:) reading in Dan 9:26a, 
Ko:l. µnu Tu<; Emu EPlioµcilio:c; (or, Tu<; EPlioµcilio:c; Tue; Emu) Ko:t E~~Kovto: Mo, and after the 7 
and 62 weeks ... Tus is a witness of an old reading, before the Masoretic punctuation. Even in LXX, 
the corrupted text reminds us the reading of 'A and I: (Ko:l µE"tU Ema Ko:t Eplioµ~Kovra Kal 
E~~KOV'tO: ouo). 
320 r11r;i1 Jinl [both] city square and decision-making. The first term, Jini city-square 
(etymologically, wideness, broadness) is understood as a broad open space in a town or village, 
translated as street, square or plaza. Owusu-Antwi (149-150) insists on its precise meaning of square 
or plaza (see Dt 13:17/16, 2Ch 29:4, 32:6, Ne 8:1), not street, and quotes Montgomery (380) who 
says: "By .. .'broadway, plaza,' are meant the broad spaces, generally just inside the city gates, the 
center of the city life, and by synecdoche standing for the city." Therefore, it should be understood as 
the Hebrew equivalent for the forum (agora), the marketplace or public square of the city, the center 
of judicial and business affairs and place of assembly. 
The second term, f1i1:1 derives from the root fin to cut, to sharpen, to decide, and it is used in the 
OT with various meanings, according to BDBG: cut (mutilated, Lv 22:22 pass. part.), sharp (is 28:27), 
diligent, determined ('sharp' Pr 13:4): strict decision (JI 4:14); gold (Ps 68:14). Like other lexicons 
and commentators, BDBG gives a special meaning of the term for Dan 9:25: trench, moat, a possible 
Aramaic loan-word (K~'in H Assyr. flaritsu, fliritsu). Davidson has ditch, trench for Dan 9:25. 
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Theodotion translated it as tE1xoi; wall, followed by YUL (platea et muri, plaza and walls) and by 
many translations. But, despite Theodotion' s translation, it is no linguistic basis for such a meaning. 
Never in OT, the term is translated as wall. Others see it as rampart (JB, NJB), or conduit (NEB, 
REB). The latter seems more acceptable, though it might not be the best solution. Collins (356) 
contends for the meaning moat and cites in support the Aramaic Zakir inscription from Hamath (8th 
century) and from the Qumrful Copper Scroll. But whatever good is brought to the Hebrew knowledge 
by those inscriptions, it is important to note that the pair square and moat is not at all satisfactory. 
Why associate the city plaza with a moat? If the author had intended to refer to the city's defence, he 
surely would have chosen the wall. And to my knowledge, Jerusalem was not famous because of its 
moats. 
Owusu-Antwi (149-150) observed the close connection between the two nouns of this pair and the 
idea of restoration and argues for the meaning decision-making as it relates to the broad site (square, 
plaza) inside the city gate. The square was the place of meeting cor the city's officials, 'the elders' (or 
old men', and that was the place of decision-making about all things concerning the community: 
justice, economy, politics etc (Is 59:14, Dt 16:18, 17:8, 2Sam 15:2, Jer 26:10, Am 5:15, Zee 8:16). 
Thus, the phrase square and decision-making is a powerful symbol of a full civil restoration that 
conditioned the application of all civil laws of the Torah (comp. Ne 8:1-4). The presence of the root 
fin with the meaning decide, determine, in other places of this prophecy (v.26, Dan 11 :36) tends to 
confirm this translation. Anyway, it is more natural for the Biblical Hebrew, since the root fin is 
frequently used with the meaning to decide, to determine (Is 10:22.23, 28:22, 1 K 20:40, Job 14:15). 
The example in Joel 3/4:14, places Yahweh's court in a large valley of decision[ sf f1i1:f analogue 
with a city square, with all nations around. That prophetic valley is also called the valley of 
Jehoshaphat ("Yahweh judged"). 
321 The Hebrew phrase nni:m :rn!ln obviously parallels the previous one nil:::i'?1 :::l'Wn'? to 
T ; ; " ; T ; " ; T : 
(politically) restore and rebuild (see note 316) . 
. nil:::l'?1 B 
nnl:::ll1 B' 
' ' : . : 
This observation requires a similar translation in both cases. :::iiwn is a Qal impf. fem. form of 
' 
:::l1W, and it is noteworthy one of the meanings indicated for it in BDBG (998, 7b): =be brought back, 
Gn 43:18, !Sam 5:11, hence be restored, revert in ownership, be receded (Ez 46:17, 1 K 12:26, !Sam 
7:14, Ez 35:9, Lv 27:24, Dt 28:31). We may add 1K13:6 (be restored, recover). The use of :::iiwn in 
' 
this place was commonly understood adverbially (cf. Gesenius, § 120c), to express a repetitive action 
of the second verb, and is rendered accordingly in most translations. Thus, the whole phrase is 
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translated to build again. While this reading may be correct in itself, the parallel displayed above is 
eloquent in favour of the translation here emphasised. 
The second verb, ii~P.)1 from ii):l to build, involved in the first phrase also, to indicate the 
physical restoration of the city, applies to the square, while restoration seems to be applicable to the 
decision-making. Beside the common meaning of to build, BDBG (124.i, 2, 125. 2.a.) assigns to the 
verb ii):l the meanings: rebuild (ls 58:12), repair and enlarge, (Jos 19:50, 1 K 9:24); fig. restore, re-
establish (Am 9:11, Ps 89:5), cause (a household) to flourish (Pr 14:1 opp. 27:18), re-establish, 
make prosper (Jer 12:16, Mal 3:15, Job 22:23), establish, make permanent (Ps 89:3, Pr 24:3), 
These underlined meanings are especially fitting to illustrate the probable enlarged use of ii):l in Dan 
9:25. It is not only physical rebuilding, which applies to the square, but also in a figurative sense, a re-
establishing (restoration, making permanent and prosper, causing to flourish) of the decision-making 
at the city square. 
322 pi~ ~ p1~ to constrain, bring into straits, press upon (BDBG). Though this noun is a hapax, 
different related forms are found, with the same meaning: 
· pi~~ straitness, stress, distress (Dt 28:53.55.57, 1 S 22:2, Ps 119:143, Jer 19:9), 
p;>m constraint, distress (Job 33:16, Is 8:23), 
;"li?1~~ straitness. distress, stress (Job 15:24, Ps 25:17, 107:6.28, Zep 1:15), 
iii?1~ constraint, distress, anguish, pressure (Pr 1:27, Is 8:22, 30:6). 
Thus pi~ would be the masculine pair of ;"li;'1~ with a similar meaning that fits very well this 
context. This family of nouns deriving from the verb p1~ is often used close to, or in parallel with the 
root i1~ to be narrow, distressing, adverse, like a an actual synonym. The phrase O'l'll?;;t pi~:;i1 in 
the distress of the times is best to be understood as in the distressing times, in times of distress. 
LXX is corrupt in this verse, but the corresponding words are found in v. 27 (Koct& ouvtf.Arnw 
KOCLpwv .... to the end of times), with Thecdotion having a similar phrase: Koci. EKKEvw91\oovtuL ol 
K<Hpol and the times shall be exhausted .. According to the critical apparatus of BHS, this is followed 
by the Syriac (~):lt o'?iw'?~n the fulfillment of time), which gives a good support for an old Hebrew 
text, having a different reading from the MT: O'l'lllv fp:;i1. and in the end of time. Obviously, fp::J.1. 
and pi~::;l1 I p~:l1 are very liable to confusion. 
BDBG cites A. A. Bevan and K. Marti, proposing an emendation of the Hebrew text in 
harmony With these ancient translations, and the phrase O'l'ill;;t fp::;l1 be considered to begin the next 
verse (where the waw from 'Jt:)~1 is to be deleted). This proposal is still worth of further study. 
However, it is more likely for copyists to read in a phrase more familiar as O'I:lll;;t fp::;l1. (cf. Dan 
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11:13 C'Mll;;-t fpi,1) than changing a so natural phrase in another less usual. Special studies of verse 
structure are necessary to definitely solve the dilemma. For the time, to keep the Hebrew reading 
seems to me the wisest option. It is written there, and it perfectly fits the logical context. 
323 From n::i:;i (BDBG: to cut, cut off, cut down, cut off a body part, cut out, eliminate, kill, cut a 
covenant). Here is used as a passive (Niph'al imperfect) that supports the basic meaning: to be cut off, 
cut down, and naturally the passive of other meanings of Qal, unattested yet in the Niph'al form: e.g. 
cut as covenant sacrifice (cf. Jer 34:18 and Gn 15 10, Ps 50:5 et.al.). The primary meaning intended 
is, most probably, to be given to death penalty (e.g. Gn 17:14, Ex 12:15, Lv 7:20-27 et.al.), and a 
special case might be made for the meaning to be cut as a covenant sacrifice. 
The meaning cut off, or cut down finds a synonym in the use of "1!ll in Is 53:8, where the 
major theme of the Messiah's (Servant of Yahweh's) sacrificial death was already developped. We 
should also consider not only the thematic, but (see Owusu-Antwi 166) even some terminological 
connections: ll~;:J (Is 53:5.8.12, Dan 9:24), 1ilJ (Is 53:5-6, Dan 9:24), r111(~1} (Is 53:12, Dan 
9:5.8.11.15.20.24), l:llJ (Is 53:8, Dan 9:6.24.26), p)~ (153:11, Dan 9:7.14.18.24). We might consider 
also ll(i9} and i,:;i.9 (Is 53:4.12), as synonymous with i;:i:i (Dan 9:24). We also find in the messianic 
oracles of Isaiah the term r1'"1~ (Is 42:6, 49:8. See the literary context: Is 42:1 etc, 49: 5 etc. and 
comp. Is 49:7 and 53:3) like in Dan 9:27, and joint to it, in Dan 9:27, we have l:l':;ri_, just as in Is 
52:14-15, 53:11-12 and in some fundamental Christological verses of NT (Mt 20:28, 26:28, Heb 9:28 
et.al.). 
324 This translation is encouraged by a different syntactic approach to the Hebrew text, by dividing the 
text and reading it without any consideration for the athnach under i,'.:> (tli':if';:t1 "1'll;;-t! ;i, 1'l(1 see 
also note 319, for other cases of difficult placement of athnach). This solution is found also in YLT 
and is argued for by C. G. Ozanne (op. cit. pp. 446-447) who cites R.H. Charles commenting that 
''. .. M.T. is defective, it reads ;i, 1'l(). This is sometimes rendered 'and shall have nothing'. But this is 
the questionable rendition of an uncertain text." Then Ozanne comments, "The expression as it stands 
is not absolutely impossible, since it occurs in Exod. xxii. 2 with the meaning 'and (if) he has nothing.' 
Nevertheless, it is normal for these words to be followed by an indication of what the subject is 
lacking. Again, the singular suffix i::ipi is problematic. If it refers to the city and the sanctuary as the 
context would suggest (so A. V., R. V. mg.), the plural would be expected. If, on the other hand, it 
refers to the prince that is to come (so R. V., R. S. V., and most moderns), we are introduced 
prematurely to an event which does not take place until the end of verse 27 ... [ ... ] If the two words 
1D)f';:t1 "1'll;;-t1 are linked to the preceding clause, this may now be rendered as follows: 'And after 62 
weeks an Annointed will be cut off, having neither the city nor the sanctuary."' A similar reading 
("when the city is no longer his"), after deleting the waw prefixing the "1'll city, is supported by 
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Hartman and DiLella (The Book of Daniel. Anchor Bible. Vol 23. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 
1978, p. 240), and by Martin McNamara ("Daniel," in The New Catholic Commentary on Holy 
Scripture. Ed. Reginald C. Fuller; London: Nelson, 1969, p. 669). 
The Hebrew syntax uses sometimes expressions of the type .. 1 .. 1 (either ... or, both ... and) like 
in Dan 1:3, 8:13. 'The Annointed, it seems, is viewed as the natural possessor of the city and the 
sanctuary, and it is stated that he would die in possession of neither. Whether this is more applicable to 
the Messiah or to Onias III the reader may judge."(Ozanne. ibid.) Applying it to Messiah, to be 
consistent, we may recognise that, since Messiah was expected as legitimate Ruler of both the City 
and the Sanctuary, a King-Priest, even a divine figure (e.g. Ps 110, Is 9:6), it is understandable that by 
applying to Him death penalty, He was denied any messianic claims: and shall not be for Him (or, 
shall not belong to Him, or, He shall not have) both the City and the Sanctuary. 
In order to compare the different readings of v. 26ab in some old translations (LXX, 
Theodotion and The Vulgate), we might align them as it follows. Aquilas and Symmachus are quoted 
according to Hexapla 926. 
KO'.l µnii. E-rr-.ii. KO'.l Ejlooµ~KOVrn KO'.l E~~KOVTO'. Mo aTTOOc0'.8ilOEtO'.l xp1oµa 
LXX and after seven and seventy (O'll:lt!i) and sixty two, will be removed th• oinunent = :ii;i~r.it n(!i~ 
KO'.l µECa ,&, EP1ioµa6ai; ,&, E~~KOVrn Mo E~OAE0prn0~0Et0'.l xp1oµa 
0 and after the weeks the sixty two, will be destroyed th• ointment (Anointed?) 
KaL µE-rit -r&, ETT-rit EP6oµaoa, KaL €~~Kovta 6u6 l~o'-E0pEu0~oEtaL ~AELµµEvo, 
'A and after the seven weeks and sixty-two [weeks], will be destroyed an Anoint one 
KaL µnit ,&, EP6oµa6a, tit, Emit KaL lo~~Kovrn Mo, EKKOTT~oEtaL xpwc6, 
and after the weeks the seven and sixty-two, will be cut off an Anoint (or, Christ) 
YUL Et 
and 
post ebdomades 
after weeks 
sexaginta duas occidetur Christus 
sixty two will be murdered Christ 
LXX KaL ouK EornL 
And it will not be [anymore] = 1ll'N1 
0 Kal Kplµa. oUK ~a1Lv fv a·U1Q 
mid condemnation is not in it (Him?) = ;? r~ 1'i1 
, A KO'.l oOK EoTLV O'.UT<{l = ;? r~1 
and it will not be for Him 
l; KaL oux lmap~EL afri:Q = i? 1'~1 
and it will not belong to Him 
YUL et non erit 
and [it?] will not be His (for Him) 
The Hebrew terms above show how different readings became possible through different 
vocalisation, or even through text corruption, as is also indicated in BHS (critical apparatus). 
247 
The MT defective reading ;i, 1'~1 could be defended on the OT use in Ex 22:2 and thus 
probably implying a participle similar to 1!ilJ (like in Ps 22:12, 72:12, Dan 11:45, Lam 1:7, Ps 142:5, 
Is 63:5). However, since this is unusual and because the reading proposed by Ozanne satisfies very 
well 1) the necessity of a direct object for the verbal expression ;i, ]'~], 2) a better syntax for the next 
clause, and 3) the messianic application, I am satisfied with Ozanne' s reading, that Messiah "will be 
cut off, having neither the city nor the sanctuary." 
325 To be consistent with the preceding one, (see note 324), the sentence ~~tr,i;i i::>pi 19;:i i'l~ ti!' 
n'ni!i~ may be translated the people of the Coming Ruler will become corrupt, and his end will be in a 
flood of armies. To my knowledge, nobody proposed yet such a solution, and this could be its main 
weakness. Ozanne (op. cit. 447) proposed the following translation of this sentence: The prince that is 
to come will destroy [the] people, and its (i.e. the people's) end will be with a flood. He cites in 
support Dan 8:24. If someone wants to take tl!J as the direct object for M'n~.~ thus having N;i;:t 
i'l~ the subject of the sentence (i.e. a [the?] coming Ruler shall destroy [the?] people ... ), will find a 
lot of good examples (Dt 9:26, 2Ch 24:23, Is 14:20, Dan 8:24-25, Gn 18:24.31.32, 19:14, 2 K 8:19, 
2Ch 21:7, Jer 4:7, 36:29 even with people as indefinite noun: Job 12:2, Job 34:20, Is 42:6, 43:8, Joel 
2:16: to corrupt: Pr 11:9). 
However, N::l;"T i'll is best understood as identical with i'll n'tDO and he cannot be the 
T- "T "T-"T 
destroyer. Note the arrangement of these titles in the text, as Professor Shea has convincingly shown 
(see William Shea, "The Prophecy of Daniel 9:24-27," in 70 weeks, Leviticus, Nature of Prophecy, F. 
B. Hollbrook editor, Biblical Research Institute, Washington DC, 1986, 93). 
I. VS. 25 i'll O't;.iq, A+B 
·-Ruler Messiah 
2. vs. 26a IJ'tDO 
-
A-
Messiah 
3. vs. 26b i'll -B 
·-Ruler 
The use of the root nntLi with the meaning to be (become) corrupt, to act perversely, in the 
Hiph'il form, as in Pi' el and Niph'al (see Gn 6:12, Dt 4:16, 31:29, Dan 10:8, Jg 2:19, Ps 14: I, 53:2, Ez 
16:47, 23:11, Zep 3:7), even with the subject ti!' (Ex 32:7.15, Dt 9:12, 2Ch 27:2, Is 1:4) is worthy of 
our consideration. It seems to me the best solution to take N;iV i'l~ ti!J as subject of the sentence. 
Thus L:l!J is properly defined by this construct chain, and consequently ?i'nqi:. is the only possible 
predicate, an intransitive verb. The resultant logic of the sentence is obvious: God's people, called 
"your (Daniel's) people" in v. 24, and "the people of the Coming Ruler (= Messiah)," that is "the 
people awaiting for their Messiah," or "the people whose legitimate Ruler is Messiah." 
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Preserving the classical reading of this clause, with the phrase tLt1prq i'll:;t1 taken as the 
direct object of li'ntP..~ (and the people of the prince who is to come shall destroy the city and the 
sanctuary, see NKJ, ARS, NAB et.al.) scholars like Gerhard Basel ("Interpretations of the Chronology 
of the Seventy Weeks." In The Seventy Weeks, Leviticus, Nature of Prophecy, ed. Frank B. Hollbrook, 
25), William Shea (ibid. 92-94), and Owusu-Antwi (op. cit. 167-170) understand that people as the 
people of Messiah, which, by their rebellious attitude toward God and Rome, became responsible for 
the disaster come upon the city and the temple (see 2Sam 20:5, 24:16, for instances where people is 
the subject of this predicate). Owusu-Antwi even relates the participle N:;i;:t with the messianic verse 
of Ps 118:26. Anyway, it should be understood as in Mal 3:19 <N:;i;:t l:li';:t) or as the eschatological 
idiom N:l;"l 1:1l;i1l1;i of the late Hebrew. 
T - - T 
The old translations, however, differ in some respects with the future Masoretic reading, 
possibly reflecting some efforts to shape the prophecy and adapt it to the Antiochus thesis (reading l:lll 
with [the coming Ruler] instead of 1:1¥ people, or: tip N~1 ri.nd its end shall come, for il:lp[ ~:;i;:i 
... who is to come, and its end ... ). 
LXX '· <KO'.l po:atA.ELO'. E8VWV> cp8EpEi T~V 1TOALV KO'.l TO ayLoV µETa TOU XPLOTOU 
KO'.l ~~EL 
and a kingdom of Gentiles will destroy the City and the Sanctuary with the Annointed one. And will come 
lln'tliO i')l l:lll N::l1 
e K(Xl T~V 1TOALV KO'.l TO aywv - °6tixcp8;pE1. auv Tc\) ~youµEv~ Tc\) kpxoµEVC\} 
and the City and the Sanctuary will he destroy with the Leader who is to come= N:;ii'.1 i'~~ l:lll 
YUL et civitatem et sanctuarium dissipabit populus cum duce venturo 
I both] City and Sanctuary will destroy a people with a leader to come 
LXX ~ aUVTEAELO'. o:uwu µH' 6pyfic; 
his end= il:lp in a downpoor of anger 
e KO'.l EKK011fiaovTO'.L EV KO'.TO'.KAUaµ0 
and they will be cut off = 1l:li([ by flood 
YUL et finis eius vastitas 
and its end devastation 
Origen's Hexapla translates this sentence, et urbem et sanctuarium perdet populus principis qui 
venturus est ("and the people of the coming prince shall destroy the city and the sanctuary"), which 
agrees word by word with Aquilas (Kttl T~V TIOALV KO'.L -co aywv liLacji8EpE1 Ao:oc; ~youµ/:vou 
EpxoµEvou). See Hexapla 926-927. 
The solution that I have chosen for this verse cannot be dogmatic, but it has the advantage of 
satisfying more than one syntactic and logical requirements, and even allows the predicate M'ntli: to 
be read as Niph'al rint/J' shall be corrupted, or: shall be destroyed (the latter meaning is attested by 
•• T -
The Syriac). The two meanings are connected, overlapped or even confused in some instances (Pr 
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6:32, Jer 51:25 and 2 K 23:13). Choosing the meaning shall become corrupt, shall act perversely has 
the advantage of explaining both the putting to death of the Messiah and the unfortunate destiny of His 
people. If the Niph'al form is to be preferred, it may have been intended to be parallel with n'.:9: in 
the previous sentence and, in the same time, to constitute in itself a wordplay on the theological 
concept that Israel's corruption equals its destruction. 
326 "]~tp is used elsewhere for all kind of overflowing: usually, of rivers, water or even blood, and 
figuratively as military invasions (Is 8:8, 28:2.15.18, 30:28, Jer 8:6, 47:2, Dan 11:10.22.26.40), or 
anger (Pr 27:4). The same image is used about the end of Nineveh in Nah 1:8, which has also the term 
:i?;i in common with Dan 9:26. Taken as it was intended, as a divine judgement, the use of this root 
here might be understood as a wordplay on ~Elt!i to judge, since the inversion of root consonants is 
known even in synonym roots (tUElJ - Elt!iJ; p'n - ,pn et.al.). The "end" foreseen in this verse is 
defined as "its end," a historical end (cf. Dan 11 :45) not the eschaton. 
The passage in Is 10:22-25 is worthy of examination in connection with Dan 9:24-27 et.al., 
because of its striking verbal and thematic similarities, as it follows: 
"For though your people [ 11:lP comp. Dan 9:24.26] Israel were like the sand of the sea, only 
a remnant of them will return. Destruction is decreed [f1ilJ Ji'?:i comp. Dan 9:25-27], 
overflowing with righteousness [i1i?';l::; "]~it!i comp. Dan 9:26]. For Yahweh, God of the 
hosts will make a full end, as decreed [;"l~:ir;n1 ;i(f comp. Dan 9:27, Dan 11:36, cf. Is 
28:22], in all the land I earth .... For yet [iilr':l comp. Dan 11:27.35] a very little while, and 
my wrath will come to an end [t:JP! ;i?f1 comp. Dan 8:19, 11:36], and my anger will be 
directed to their destruction." (underlines mine). 
No wonder that this prophetic passage is quoted by Paul with reference to God's judgement 
with Israel (Rom 9:27-28). Another Pauline passage related to God's judgement with Israel and to 
Daniel is !Th 2:16 (cf. Dan 8:19.23, 9:24, 11:36). 
327 This time, it seems to be the final end (cf. Dan 11:35, 12:4.9, Hab 2:3, cf. lCor 1:8, 15:24, lPt 4:7), 
because the speaker "cut off' the period of "70 weeks" from the whole duration predicted in the 
previous prophecy (the 2300 days), which is in Daniel's and Gabriel's mind, concerning the 
"determined time of the end" (see notes 287, 288 and 309). 
In Jesus's Olivet prophecy, which is roughly a midrash on Daniel 9:24-27, the end of 
Jerusalem is practically concurrent with the end of this aeon (cf. Mt 24:6.14, Lk 21:9). However, we 
should distinguish such conditional prophecies (concerning the tfme, as understood by Jesus and His 
apostles: Mt 24:14.34.36, 2Pt 3:4.12, Rev 14:15.18, 22:12.20 et.al.) from other prophecies foreseeing 
an end after the end of Jerusalem. The LXX translations reflect an absolute reading of f P in the 
Hebrew text (followed by YLT, NAB, ASV, NAS, RSV, NRS, LUT, ELB, Menge, DRB, NIV et.al.), 
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while Theodotion and Jerome took it as a construct with :1f?1J?l?, a solution followed by KJV, NKJ, 
NEG, LSG, WEB et.al. 
LXX KcrL 'Ewe; KcrLpoii ouvcEl.Elm; &:rro rrol.i.µou rrol.Eµ118~oncrL 
and till the time of the end they will face war after war 
e KO'.l 'Ewe; 11.Aouc; TTOAEµou ouvi:nµriµE:vou TU~El &:¢crvLoµo'Lc; 
and uruil the end, war had been cut (determined), in a succession of desolations. 
YUL et post finem belli statuta desolatio 
and after (to? J the end of war was determined desolation. 
The syntax of this clause is best satisfied if we consider the natural agreement in number of 
the subject noun :i9i;;?lj and the verb predicate n;,;:;i1;p. Actually, the subject may be seen as 
multiple, ;mn?lj and nir.mtV. 
T T : • •• 
328 :11?~\Li desolation is applied to places devastated by war (Is 49:8, 61:4, Ez 36:4), and to women 
deserted, destitute, afflicted and isolated, or metaphorically to women-cities (2Sam 13:20 Tamar, ls 
54:1, Lam 1:13). The term may also be understood as horrifying, astonishing fact I thing. Since the 
plural of participles may have sometimes an adjectival or even adverbial sense (e.g. r1ii1ljCf precious 
in Dan 9:23, 10:11.19, andnii-t?!:ll extraordinarily in Dan 8:24), we might very well translate, and to 
T : ' 
the end was determined a desolating war. 
329 
"1'J.J:11 - "1':;l~:"T =to prevail, be strong (Ps 12:4). LXX OUVfl'.OtEOOEL it (the covenant) will be 
master (to many}, and Kfl'.noxuom prevail, be dominant, be victorious, win, conquer, triumph over; 8, 
'A, I;, liuVfl'.µWoEL he will strengthen, make strong, YUL confirmabit ... pactum {he/ will confirm I 
strengthen a I the covenant. This is not the usual verb used to express the making of a covenant. In 
Hebrew, a covenant is always "cut" n;:i (Is 34:18, Gn 15:10, Ps 50:5, Ezra 10:3 et.al.). According to 
BDBG, other verbs used with r1'"1::1 covenant, are: maintain (l:l'p:i Lv 26:9), give ( 1Ml Gn 17:2), 
set (l:l'(!) 2Sam 23:5), order (;'11::0 Ps 111:9), take (N(!)J Ps 50:16), enter (N:;l Jer 34:10), keep (iljl!] 
Dan 9:4, i::Ol Dt 33:9), hold (j?'Tn:"T Is 56:4.6), remember ("1!ll Ps 111:5). The best way to 
understand this verb here is to let its basic meaning appear, as oldest translations do. It may be 
understood as a confirmation for an older covenant, or its prevailing over an opposite one, prove 
strong, show powerful. 
330 The syntactic use of ll1::ll!1 gives no support to the translation "(make a ... covenant] for one week" 
' 
(as if the covenant is made to last one week or is valid for one week). It should be understood, 
"through one week I during one week I in a single week" It deals about the time of making the 
Covenant prevail I prove strong, not about a time for the covenant validity. Cf. Ex 29:35 c:i;; N~~J;i 
L:l'lj; np::ii!i through seven days you shall ordain them, not "for seven days ... ". I K 6:38 l:l'l~ ll:;irp 
1:1P'1 he was seven years in building it, it took to him seven years to build it, Ex 29:37, Lv 8:33, 2Ch 7:8, Ez 
43:26 et.al.). 
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331 J)1:::l~;:t '~l'.)l is rendered by 0 EV •0 ~µ[au •Tii; E~l>oµtilioi; in the middle of the week.(though 
~µ[crui; means usually half, the used preposition suggests rather the meaning middle like in Jg 16:12). 
The noun '~D has both meanings, half and middle (midst, halfway, midpoint), even in Daniel (Dan 
9:27, 12:7). In most of occurrences has the meaning half. However, according to BOBO (p. 345) it 
means middle in the following references: Ex 12:29, Jg 16:3, Rut 3:8, 2Sam 10:4, lCh 19:4, Zee 14:4, 
Ps 102:25, Jer 17:11. In poetic passages it might be used without preposition (cf. Job 34 20 where 
ni::!IJ is a synonym, fem. pl. from the same root). This translation is attested in YLT, LXE, LUT, KJV, 
NKJ, WEB, NEG, ORB, NAB, ASV, NAS, NIV. The author obviously used '::!IJ because of its 
temporal common usage and because its implied idea of midpoint. Other terms meaning middle (liM 
midst, ::ljj? midst, inward part) have no temporal meaning, or they lack the necessary precision to 
stress the middle of the span .. 
332 Tiie Hiph'il form of /'1:::ltti has the meaning to make cease, stop, put an end, let cease. From this root 
- ' 
comes the noun ri:;itp Sabbath, which means (etymologically) repose, ceasing activity, stopping work. 
The action of stopping or silencing is stressed, without respect to the manner of stopping. The 
following examples are speaking: Lv 2:13 let cease the salt of the covenant, Pr 18:18 put an end, 
cause to cease the strife, Dt 32:26 blot out, make cease the memory of someone, Rut 4:14 leave 
without next-of-kin redeemer, 2 K 23:5 depose, remove idolatrous priests, Ps 8:3 still, silence the 
enemy through babes' "speech", Jer 36:29 cause to cease people and animals by killing; Lv 26:6, Dan 
11:18 put an end to insolence, ls 30:11 cause to cease God from before ... ; Is 13:11, Ez 7:24 make 
cease the arrogance of the proud; Is 16:10, Jer 7:34, 48:33, Ez 26:13 cause to cease the joyful voices 
through war; Jer 48:35, Ez 30:13 make cease pagan rites by war, Ez 23:27.48 put an end to lewdness 
and whoring, Ez 30:10 put an end to people by war, Hos 1:4 put an end to the kingdom of Israel, Hos 
2:13 put an end to degenerated feasts of Israel, Ez 34:10 put a stop to the false shepherds' activity, ls 
21:2 make cease sighing, Ez 12:23 put an end to a proverb, Ez 16:41 stop her from playing the whore, 
Ne 4:5, Ex 5 :5 cause someone cease the activity. 
Though the use of this verb involves sometimes a violent manner of acting, this meaning 
springs not from the verb itself, but from the context. And it is worthy of noting that when the book of 
Daniel deals with the wicked king and his removal of the daily I continual service, it uses 1'9T'T 
remove, put aside, put away (Dan 8:11), or tl'1;:t take away, lift up, remove (Dan 11:31, 12:11). In 
similar places of the Bible, where the Jewish ceremonies are said to be stopped, the form 1'90 like in 
Daniel is used: 2 K 18:22, 2Ch 30:14, 32:12, Is 36:7. 
For the use of 1'1':li,;i". in Dan 9:27 it is interesting to note a comparable situation in Ez 34:25: 
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Dan 9:26b 
Dan 9:27ab 
Ez 34:25ab 
[ .... J Cl'i!i~ n::i;i' [ ... J 
;m~ :n:::iw C':ii'? n'i!l i'!llni 
'!''."- T ·-T •: ·;•: 
Messiah will be cut off ... 
He will confirm His covenant for many, through 
one week, 
and in lhe middle of lhat week He will make cease 
to sacrifices and offerings ... 
ci'?!fi n'·p c;i? 'n-:91 1ww "cut"forthemacovenantofpeace, 
f"n~::i ]~ nJ?-rn:I} 'J;1~i!ii'.'f1 and I will make cease wild beasts from the land ... 
Although it is not the same situation, both references deal with the Messianic I new covenant, 
which has the force of causing to cease certain things. Those things that are caused to cease, deserve 
to disappear in both cases. 
333 n1:1~~i n;i!. lit. "sacrifice and offering". n;i!. by itself means animal slaughter, sacrifice, and 
n1:1l~ means gift, tribute, offering, present, oblation, and it could refer either to the grain offering 
added to the daily burnt sacrifice, or to any gift to God or to other people, including meat offerings. 
The latter term is used also in the expressions like ::li_J?·n1:q~ (evening [grain] offering Dan 9:21, 2 
K 16:15, Ezra 9:4-5, Ps 141:2), 1p::i.:;i·n1=1~~ (morning [grain] offering Ex 29:41, Nu 28:8), or even 
i'~r;i;:i·n1=1~~ (continual I daily [grain] offering Ne 10:34, Lv 6:13, Nu 4:16). 
The two terms are used in the same context in Lv 7:37, Jer 17:26, 33:18, among other types of 
ritual offerings. When the phrase is used alone, it is inclusive for all sanctuary sacrifices and offerings 
(!Sam 2:29, 3:14, Is 19:21, Am 5:25. In LXX: 1 Esdra 5:51, Od 7:38, Dan 3:38, 4:37. In NT: Eph 
5:2.). It is especially interesting to note Ps 40:7 (quoted also in Heb 10:5.8), a Messianic-
Christological verse showing that the principle of the acceptable worship with God consists in giving 
self (body and soul) as a living sacrifice, not just "sacrifice and offering" {Cf. Eph 5:2, Rom 12:1). 
Prophets were conscious about God's requirements when said, For genuine love I desire, not 
sacrifice, and knowledge of God rather than burnt offerings (Hos 6:6-7, quoted also in Mt 9:13, 12:7). 
Even within the old covenant, "sacrifices and offerings" were received only as expression of knowing 
God as gracious (Is 19:21). It is interesting that this idiom or similar expressions are often used about 
a degenerated worship through ritual offerings as opposed to the basic requirements of God (Am 5:21-
25, Is 1:10-15, Mi 6:6-8 et.al.). In Hos 6:6-7 the sacrificial worship is contrasted with God's covenant 
as in Dan 9:27. 
The concept of the didactic and temporary use of the ceremonial system of the Sanctuary, and 
its insufficiency to justify the sinner, as taught in the NT (Heb 8 - 10, Rom 3:21-30) is not a sectarian 
or Christian innovation, but it is an underlying principle of the OT scriptures. No wonder that the NT 
writers used to quote the OT to prove their Gospel message. Jeremiah who, according to traditions hid 
the ark of the covenant in a safe and unknown place (2Mac 2:4-7), prophesied that one day even the 
ark will not be necessary longer in the time of the great and universal restoration (Jer 3:16.14-18 in 
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those days, says Yahweh, they shall no longer say, 'The ark of the covenant of Yahweh.' It shall not 
come to mind, or be remembered, or missed; nor shall another one be made'), certainly because God's 
"ten commandments" of the covenant had to be engraved on heart, not on stone (Jer 31:31-34). 
The mention of a covenant, of a half-week, and of putting an end to sacrifices and offerings in 
Dan 9:27 proved so tempting for a lot of exegetes to see in these the historical actions of Antiochus or 
the prophetic actions of Antichrist. However, as it was shown, both the terminology and the message 
are different. The slight similarities that are observed, may be due to an intention of contrasting Christ 
with Antichrist. 
334 See at p. 171 for a detailed analysis of this expression .. 
335 See commentary and notes to Dan 9:27. 
336 Instead of N;:;'. See note 269. Though the MT, as it is spelled in BHS renders this verb as 
" 
masculine, we must emend it to agree with the feminine subject. According to the critical apparatus in 
BHS, there are some manuscripts retlecting this solution. 
337 The problem of this passage is that, while the feminine subject 1"1.i? keeps on acting, the verbs' 
series show masculine Kethib forms and some of them were bungled by the Masoretes to a passive 
Qere. The minor emendation proposed here is to read the first two verbs in v. 11 as infinitive (absolute 
I construct) standing for finite verbs (cf. some uses in Ps 75:7, Jer 22:19, 36:23, Dan 9:5.11). The 
infinitive absolute may have been intended to emphasise the sinful and grotesque exploits of the horn. 
Another possibility is to see this spelling (and other mistaken masculine verbs in the passage: 
N~;. '?''1~;'1, 0'1;:!, Jl'.1), as mistaken Qerf forms for [;'1Jtt;:;;, [;'1J7''1~;'1, [;'1J1?'1;:t, [;'1],lJ;'I)) 
surviving forms of an orthographic system in which a final vowel was written defectively. Still visible 
in the MT, this is exemplified by Dt 22:23.28 ([;'1])~~), and by many spelling variants like: ;'1~t!,l I 
Mlil (On 3:12, 2Ch 6:25, Ne 9:37, Ps 60:6, comp. Jg 15:18, Ps 61:6, Ne 9:36, Dan 10:12), N;:;'/ ;:tN;:;' 
l' -·: 
(Jer 48:45 comp. Nu 21:28).,]1~NM1 I ;in~NM! (Ex 1:19, 2:19, lS 18:7; comp. On 31:14, Rt 1:10, 
Est 1:18), MlN I ;'1!'1lN (Dan 2:29 .. ., 3:10, 4:19, 5:13, 6:21). Cf. Gesenius (p. 66). Waltke and 
: : - ,. ; -
O'Connor stress the scribes' tendency to preserved the text as it was (p. 18), despite the well intended 
attempts to update the spelling, or even the language in many places. Concerning the vowel letters, the 
so named matres lectionis, they observe that "these letters were added sporadically and 
inconsistently," so that MT looks today like a palimpsest (p. 24) and that vocalic phonemes are most 
liable to change (25). The translation, however, is not essentially different, whatever of the two 
solutions we choose. 
338 Instead of 0'1;'1, that is, preserving its Kethfb form. It might be, either an infinitive, or a perfect 
' ' 
Hiph'il that requires a final ;i to be in grammatical agreement as feminine. See also note 337. 
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339 L. . Instead of l?if';:J), to make consecution of "tense," and gender agreement with the feminine 
subject. See also note 277 and 337. 
340 The text surely requires emendation. The Masoretes gave Jt'l}r1 1:-9;>! , which creates further 
problems: no agreement between subject and verb, and a seemingly unjustified presence of the 
passive (Niph'al) form of the verb. The suggestion of Ozanne (see note 342), as attractive it may be, 
lacks the full support of the literary context. The Old Greek translation, on the other hand, seems to 
retlecl manuscripts more corrupt than the MT in this passage. However, they are helpful, because of 
their earliness. The Vulgate, on the other hand, is obviously close to the MT, so that it shows some 
dependency. (Emphasised in bold is what is common in both Greek versions). 
A.. LXX 11 'Ew<; o &pxwi:pt:hrwOI; pfon<u i:fiv 
rr.lxµrr.A.wa(rr.v Krr.L liL' rr.-Oi:ov i:ix 8pri i:lx rhr' 
rr.lwvoc; Epp&xeri Krr.L E~fip8ri b i:6noc; 
o:lrcWv Ko:L eualtt Ko:l -E9flKEV aU'(~V Ewe; 
xrr.µrr.L EnL i:fiv yfiv Krr.L Euwliw8ri Krr.l 
EYEvr'i8ri Krr.L 1;0 ayLOv Epriµw8t\aE1:fl.L 12 
Krr.l l:yEvt\8riarr.v fol i:iJ 8ua(~ rr.i aµrr.pi:Crr.t 
Krr.L f.ppLcl>TJ xrr.µrr.L fi litKrr.tOOUVT) Kfl.L 
l:noC TJOE Krr.l EDwow81) 
El 11 Krr.l 'Ewe; ou o &pxwi:pai:riyoc; 
pforii:rr.t i:fiv rr.lxµrr.AwaCrr.v (var. Krr.L 'Ewe; 
&pxovrnc; i:fjc; liuv<iµEwc; filipuv8riJ Krr.L ot' 
a-!Ji:ov 8ua(a f.ppax8T) Krr.L f.yEvr'J8ri Krr.l 
KlX'CEU06W811 aUrc.\) Kal -rO liyLOV 
l:priµwSt\aEi:rr.t 12 Krr.L l:Meri lnL i:fiv 
euaCav <iµapi:Crr. Kfl.L EppCcl>ri xrr.µrr.L Ti 
OLKfl.LOOUVT) Krr.l ETrOL T)OEV Kfl.L EDoOW81) 
YUL 11...et usque ad principem fortitudinis 
magnificatus est et ab eo tulit iuge sacrificium et 
deiecit locum sanctificationis eius 12 robur autem 
datum est contra iuge sacrificium propter peccata et 
prostemetur veritas in Lerra et faciet et 
prosperabitur. 
11 uruil the chief captain shall have delivered the 
captives: and by reason of him the eternal mouruains 
were disturbed and their place was removed, and a 
sacrifice, and he put it down on the ground, and he 
was well and prospered; and the SaPctuary shall be 
made desolate. 12 And on the sacrifice came to be the 
transgressions, and righteousness was cast down to 
the ground; and it practised, and prospered. 
11 until the chief captain shall have delivered the 
captives: and /Jy reason of him a sacri[!Ce was 
disturbed (or, until the captain of the force grew up), 
and he prospered and was well; and the Sanctuary 
shall be made desolaJe. 12 And a transgression was 
given over the sacrifice, and righteousness was cast 
down to the ground; and it practiced, and prospered. 
11 And unto the prince of the force/host it magnified 
itself, and from him it took away the regular sacrifice, 
and threw down the place of his sanctificaJion. 12 And 
a/the host was also given against the regular sacrifice, 
because of the sins and the truth was thrown down to 
the earth, and i1 worked, and prospered. 
B. I tried to identify the possible Hebrew text of the manuscripts employed by the LXX, Theodotion 
and Jerome .. So the Greek and Latin text were retranslated in Hebrew and they appear in the 
following table for comparison, to justify my tentative emendation and translation of the MT. 
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Reflected in Jerome's Vulgate 
?''1J;"T N:::ll>;"T-iltJ ill1 11 
·:• TT- - -: 
i'OM;i tl'i;"T 1l~01 
- T - • ·- ·; • 
1i::i7? 
itLlii? ci1po T?~;:i1 
lltg~:!. i'~J;i;:t-?l,' 1Dl N;i;>1 12 
;"lliN rlON l'f~!'.11 
• ;.;ri,?~;.;; ;irittlll1 
T " : T : T 
Reflected in LXX and Theodotion 
':::lrD;"l ?'::>;i N:::ll>;"l-ittl ill1 11 
••:- . TT- - -: 
i'OJ;i;:l tl'i;"l 1lP~1 
lli'ori;i1 cio1po ci1;i_1 
cii1::io 
tLl)f';:t] Cl'?¥01 [;"TliN 
;'lllrl'1] 
lltg;l;:t i'OJ;i;:t-?l,' 1J:ir} 12 :NJ.¥' 
;i¥l~ rlP1$ l'f~!'.11 
:;in'?l ;i1 ;iritt!ll1 
T " : " : T ; T 
Thus LXX reflects different kinds of scribal errors, such as reading ?'::>;'1 for ?''1~;"1 and 
':::l\4i;:t was possibly read instead of ':;l~;:t or N;i;>;:t (as tLi and l are apt to be confused in the 
manuscripts dating from the 2°• century BC), as words and expressions like tli;'11, i'l;J;1;"11, mlr'1'1, 
;"lliN, are mistakenly repeated. The term tl'i;"T is understood "mountains" (which in itself is 
possible, but with no warrant in context), and instead of T?~;i1 they read i:t'?J:t;i1 as it appears later 
in the sentence. Theodotion corrected some of these mistakes, but he has in common with LXX ':::lWiJ 
?':,i;i for ?''1~;:1. i:t'?J:t;:i1 for T?tLim, N!.¥' fori9¥1. 
C. In the same time we have to recognise that the MT is not too much clearer. While the emendation 
suggested by Ozanne is reasonable and do not operates dramatic changes in the text, we are left with 
some obscurities. Logical contextual considerations require to have a full justification for the reading 
lltg~~ i'l;J;iiJ-?ll 1~~ and for the mention of tipill in the question asked in v. 13, where we also 
have the verb 1ni connected probably with lltg;l (as in 11 :31 and 12:11, but having rip~ instead of 
lltg~) and not with N:;i¥. Furthermore, the presence ofN;i;> to begin v. 12 is not only uncertain, but it 
gives some obscure idea which does not agree with the use of this term in context. 
Therefore, to consider N:::ll1 in this case, as a corruption from a possibly original form base 
T T : 
on the root Nil I ;"Til (of Aramaic origin) as we have in LXX. has a higher degree of probability. 
This latter verb is found elsewhere in the Bible in Zep 3:6 only and referees to desolated cities, as a 
synonym with tltLl;"l to desolate (further employed in Daniel), and with rii::i;i to destroy and :::iin;i 
to lay waste (both used by Daniel in 9:2.26). In its context, as a Niph'al in 'Zephaniah 1'1J:tl, it means 
to be devastated, laid desolate, laid waste, ravaged, depopulated. In the same time, the possible use 
of this term in connection with tLiip [O] seems to be paronomastic with the phrase tLli,P P1J:tl) from 
v. 14. The possibility for this term to have been the original form is yet to be studied on linguistic, 
syntactical and literary basis. Here we just adopted the proposal made in the critical apparatus of BHS. 
Thus, if this would proof itself a weak solution, there remains the above mentioned proposal of 
Ozanne (see note 342). 
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It might be explored also the semantic use of Jlil nN:::l::t as in Is 34.2, Jg 4:7 (host given lo 
death) and also the possible Aramaic use of the root N:::l::t as in Dan 4:I4.22.29 ( ;:qJn' N:J,::t' to give 
whom someone pleases), and a proposal of emendation inserted in the critical apparatus of BHS (]Dl 
;:JN:::l::t1). 
T T ; 
341 . Concerning the form lllP!:lD reflected in Greek, and other considerations see note 340. 
342 This cannot be a Niph'al, as the Masoretic punctuation indicates, but rather an archaic Qal spelling 
for ]Qln. It is recognised the influence of the Aramaic on Daniel's Hebrew, and therefore, we must 
note the Aramaic spelling of Jlil that preserves the initial l in the imperfect of Qal . See Ezra 7:20, cf. 
4:I3, and Dan 2:I6 except 4:I4.22.29). This solution is only valid if we add a consecutive Waw Jt1lr1} 
that forces the preceding word N:::l::t1 to connect with the previous sentence: lllVEl;'1 '1'7:lr1;'1 '?ll 
-T- "T- -
<Jip;:t implied subject) ]8lr1} I2 : N:;i¥[Dl1 ..... I l. Collins (334) is, however, against such an 
emendation, in spite of its agreement with the Greek versions, because he sees in this verse, like in vs. 
10, poetical tricola that should not be disrupted. 
The reading Jlil l"IN:::l::t1 proposed by C. G. Ozanne (in "Three textual problems in Daniel," 
Journal of Theological Studies, Ed. Chadwick, Sparks; Oxford, Clarendon Press. 16, I 965, pp. 445-
446) is a solution closer to the MT. But it fails to make agreement between the masculine predicate 
Jlil he gave I set and the implied feminine subject ]ip horn. See notes 336-337 for an attempt to 
make agreement. Another emendation proposed in the critical apparatus of BHS (]Dl ;i~:;i:,11 and its 
host was given I set, is in perfect agreement, but it breaks the chain of active verb clauses, which is 
quite unnatural. It is preferable to maintain the logical subject of the compound sentence. 
Since the term N:;i¥ hos/, regular service (e.g. at the Temple: Ex 38:8, Nu 4:3.23.30.35.39.43, 
8:24, IS 2:22) appears in the context of the Sanctuary service in Dan 8 (connected to '1'7:lr1 continual 
• T 
offering and to lli'1,P sanctuary), why not translate the clause accordingly ? The phrase '?ll Jnl means 
lo appoint over, if it refers to persons (Dan II:2I, IS I2:13, Gn 4I:4I, I K 1:48; Dt 28:I). And 
BDBG 681 gives for '?ll Jnl in Dan 8:I2 the meaning was appointed. For reasons shown above, I 
prefer the active sense: it appointed over. For the expression lliP!l:;:i we examples like Pr 28:2, Pr 
12:13, Pr 20:6, were lliP!l is taken simply as sin (by speaking) or as rebellion. In Mi 1:5, lhe 
rebellious sin (of Israel) is personified and called Samaria and Jerusalem. The term lliP!:l must be 
idolatrous worship, because in the parallel line it corresponds to nil:l:i high place (of pagan cult). 
T 
In 2Ch 2: lOb we have a sentence containing the verb Jlil followed by the same prepositions 
as in Dan 8:I2: '?~ and ... :i ("Yahweh appointed you ... over Israel, because of I in His love ... "). All 
these convincingly unite to help us translate: it (i.e. lhe wicked horn) appointed hosts (i.e. of regular 
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ministers) over the continual offering, in (because of) fits] rebellion. If this is correct, it shows in 
what consists the rebellious sin "set over the continual". 
343 According to BOB, this term is a contraction or conflation of 'l'?£) + 'lb'?~., meaning a certain 
I unnamed] one, such a one, such and such (Rt 4:1, IS 21 :3, 2 K 6:8). The Greek translators curiously 
rendered it as a transliteration, by a meaningless word tfJ<J,µovvt. These not rare blunders of the those 
"phelmones" who translated the Prophets and the Scriptures into the Greek, speak a lot about their job. 
Centuries later, Jerome found yet, presumably among the Jews, the correct meaning: alteri nescio cui .. 
344 The definite article for both nouns bound in construct chain is unusual. However, there is no better 
solution (for example, to tread i'~J;'I as an adjective, or to imply the interrogation before each definite 
noun in the clause, as some suggest). See also the following note. 
345 This unusual location of the article in status constructus is extremely rare in Hebrew, but it is found 
in old Phoenician: e.g. '?lJJ liJ;"t, 345 The text of the famous.inscription of Karatepe, begins with 
the following words: Col. I. 'nk 'ztwd hbrk b'l 'bd b'l ... = "I am Azitawadda, the blessed of Ba'al, 
servant of Ba'al." See Johs. Pedersen, "The Phoenician Inscription of Karatepe," in Acta Orientalia, 
vol. XXI, pars. 2., apud Ejnar Munksgaard, Havnlae, 1951, p. 38-39. 
The same structure is found in 11 :31, so it should not be thought of as an error, but rather as a 
mark of authenticity and of earliness of Daniel's Hebrew. Since the "desolator" is in the focus of these 
prophecies, and similar phrases point to him (9:24, 11 :31, 12: 11 ), it is preferable to retain this unusual 
form of constructus. See also commentaries at p. 171 and the note 340 C. 
346 Normally, this noun (meaning trampling, treading-place, something trodden) must have been 
prefixed by preposition, like in Is 5:5, 7:25, 28:18, Mi .7:10 (Ol;ll~?J. In this case, the preposition is 
implied. 
347 The LXX has again the reading Ki~' cpww61\ornn, instead of KJ~1 (see note 340, the last 
paragraphs), while El is similar to MT. To confuse J and i was possible especially in the writing 
used before the 2"' century BC (cf. E. Kautzsch, A. E. Cowley ed., Gesenius's Hebrew Grammar, 
Clarendon Press, bxford, 1988, p. xvii: Lidzbarsky's "Table of Alphabets"). The literary context that 
already introduced NJ~ does not favour the LXX reading. 
348 Instead of '~K. to me. According to LXX and Syriac (BHS, critical apparatus). This solution fits 
better the logic of the context. 
349 Emended according to LXX and Theodotion ([EK] mu E0vou' m'rrn\J) and Vulgate (de gente eius). The 
reference is to the ethnic roots of the first king. 
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350 The Masoretic Text has tl'lltf)!:i;:i - the rebellious sinners (for the meaning, see note 345), 
However, LXX: (TIA.l]pouµEvwv twv aµupnwv ocutwv) and Vulgate (cum creverint iniquitates) support 
our translation. A similar word association might be seen in Dan 9:24, if we consider the following 
phrases in apposition and read them in chiastic order (B' - B): 
B lll!i!l;"T N~~', A 
A' niN~n tiMn'?i B' 
' -
351 This phrase is, in all probability, a scribal error, a mistaken copy of the phrase m:i:::J. N'?1 from the 
end of v. 22, as it appeared in a 0 (0) manuscript referred to by Origen (F. Field, Origenis Hexapla, 
II, Georg Olms Verlagsbuchhandlung, Hildesheim 1964, p. 924, and BHS, critical apparatus to Dan 
8:24). It is impossible to have a phrase repeated in a so close literary context with two different 
meanings. While most translators accept it except NRS, it is highly improbable that the Hebrew author 
could say "but not with his power," first intending one meaning ("but not so powerful than he was"), 
then intending another meaning ("but not by his own power"). Both translations might be correct in 
themselves, but there are two different syntactical and logical situations. 
352 The text is probably corrupt in this line, and this reconstruction, suggested by the LXX (Kal. ETIL 
mu, ay[ou, -ro litavoriµa aurnu and his mind shall be against the holy ones, retlects a Hebrew text 
reading, i'?:i(Z) tl'l!i,p '?ll1). This emendation fits very well the rhythm of verses and at least is 
inoffensive, because the basic meaning of the clause is preserved. See Collins (340-341 ). 
353 Instead of 11:."1, as suggested in the critical apparatus of BHS. 
354 Instead of r1i? !l as suggested in the critical apparatus of BHS. 
355 See note 345. 
356 See note 311. 
357 See note 311. 
358See comments at p. 171. 
359 See comments at p. 171. 
360 HoriaC. Matei,Mic dic{ionaral lumii antice, EdituraAlbatros, Bucure~ti, 1986, p.99. 
361 Montgomery, p. 325. 
362 See note 267. 
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363 Seeob. 1:15. 
364 Grabbe, Judaism from Cyrus .. ., p. 284. 
365 V. 8, cf. Go. 27:33-34, Dan 11:25. 
366 ~9¥ is also a rare form for ':l?;l with the meaning gazelle: 1 Ch 12:9, SS 2:7. 
367 4 Is 7:4, 54:5, Jer 10:16, 51:19.57, Am4:13. 
368 These persecutions are described in 1 Maccabees, which is the main historical source. 
369 See Jude 9, Rev 12.7. 
370 Cl'1:l. llii::i.' Ez 9:2.3.11, 10:2.6.7, Dan 12:6.7, Lv 6:3, 16:4.23.32. Specific priestly linen 
. - ' 
garments, which the high priest put on at Yorn Kippur. Cl'i~.O 1'll;l~1 Ex 12:11, 2S 20:8, 2K 9:1, Pr 
31:17, Ez 23:15; Gn 3:7, 37:34. 
371 Comp. Ex. 3:5, Jos 5:14, Rev 19:9-10, 22:8-9. 
372 Go 16:7-13, Ex 3:2-6.14, 14:19.18.24, Jg 6:11.14.20-25 and many other OT instances. 
373 !Cor 10:1-4, Jn 12:41, Rev 1:13-18, 10:1-3, lThes 4:16. 
374 Nu 28:10.15.23-24.31, 29:6.11.16.19.22.25.28.31.34.38, Ne 10:34. 
375 Jacob Neusner, The Mishnah, A New Translation, Yale University Press, New Haven 1988, pp. 
862-873. 
m . d . Cl'IDl r1'JOI) the esire of (or, longing for) women = Cl'ID~ n~:::r~ ? (2S 1:26), SS 2:3, Hg 2:7, 
IS 9:20, 2Ch 21:20, 32:27, Jr 3:19, Ne 2:10, Zc 7:14; or the feminine grace? (cf. 1~ri '}1n:;i Ez 
23:12.23, 24:16.18 'Ji~~C. ['?J)l i~r;t~). comp .... ntµ~ 1bntn6 (Ex 20:17, 5:21). This is the 
reverse of another phrase peculiar to Daniel: r1i11?1'.l"lli'~ precious man, man greatly beloved (Dan 
9:23, 10:11.19). Another possible meaning would is suggested by a different reading of nion, 
according to the pattern Cl';i~o r1ii1?1'.) from v. 43. Accordingly, Cl'~~ r1i11?1'.l would mean the 
precious things of women (feminine). But this suggestion does not fit the literary context. 
377 The related phrase, lli;ipo Cl1p0 is used about the Jewish Temple (Is 60:13) and about Yahweh 
Himself as Sanctuary (Jer 17:13, Ez 11:16). The Temple b?::iJ, God's palace, is also used in a 
profound messianic passage (Zee 6:12-13.15, cf. I Chr 17:9-14) where it seems to refer to the 
prophetic, messianic Qahal of Israel, including Gentiles. A similar torm, llii1j? Cl1P1? is also used 
sometimes for the Sanctuary (Ecc 8:10). 
The phrase in Daniel finds also a synonym in lli:J~ lillf? holy habitation, refuge used rarely 
for the earthly Sanctuary (Ps 68:6), and usually for the heavenly one (Dt 26:15, 2 Ch 30:27, Jer 25:30, 
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Zee 2:17). Anyway, in Daniel's vision, the Sanctuary is seen in the realm of stars. But the 
interpretation may go to both the heavenly Sanctuary and its terrestrial shadow. The common Hebrew 
concept of the real heavenly Sanctuary of Yahweh is materialised in verses like these, using 
expressions similar to Daniel's: 
2Ch 30:27 
Dt 26:15 
Ps 102:20 
Jer 25:30 
Ps 11:4 
Is 63:15 
Cl'!?~~ iili!i? Jillp? 
1~1p 1illrpp ci'~~;:rv~ 
Cl'~~o, iili")p ciiitpP 
iili")i? 1illtpP1 CliilpO 
iNt;:i::l Cl'~~:;l iiliii? ?;i'i1:fl 
':]ili")p ?~to Cl'~~o 
to His holy abode, in Heaven 
from Heaven, .. .from your holy abode 
from His high Sanctuary, .. .from heaven 
from high, ... fromHis Holy abode ... 
in His holy palace, ... in Heaven is His throne 
from Heaven, ... from your holy exalted residence 
Concerning the last example, is very interesting a reference to a treading down of the Sanctuary, in 
the same literary context: v.18 1W';!PP 1oi;ii:i. 1J''.i~ ':]Wii?-ClP 1ilii; ip~p?; For a little while did 
Your holy people possessed their heritage, Our adversaries have trodden down Your Sanctuary. 
Sometimes it is not so clear that the author speaks about tne heavenly Sanctuary or about its 
earthly projection. Or, at least, the lines are heavy with typologic-eschatological thought: 
Ezra 9.8 
Ps 24:3 
Mi 1:2 
Hab 2:20 
Zee 2:17 
Ex 15:13 
Ps 68:6. 
Ps 465 
iili")i? ciiptp:;i iri; 1J?-ni::i? 
iiliii? ciiptp:;i ci1p;-'P1 ;il;i'--i;:i:;i ;i';'~:-'o 
iili")i? ?;i'i1P '~"ii:! 
r:i~:r?? ,,~~p o;:i iiliii? ?;i';:r:i. ;il;"l'J 
iili")p 11imo >ill~ ':l ;ii;i; '~'ilP o;:i 
1t!i"1P ;"l)J-?i;t 1w:;i 1;1?::rJ 11-ci;i 
iili")p JillO:I. Cl':i?~ 
(see v. 19.25 iliJi';l ':!)'?~ Cliitp~ I;l'~V. 
Cl':i?N-i'JJ 1no~ 1'l?ri ;;iJ 
- - 11'S~ ',p~o ili~p 
... to give us a tent peg in His holy place 
Who shall ascend the mount of YHWH? 
And who shall stand in His holy place? 
... the Lord, from His holy palace I temple 
YHWH is in His holy palace. Hush! 
Hush... before YHWH, for He woke up 
from His Holy abode 
... this people ... You have lead by Your 
power to Your holy home I settlement 
... God in His Holy abode 
(. .. You ascended on high ... my King, in the 
Sanctuary) 
... the city of God, the holy habitation of the 
Most High. 
Collins (334) is ready to recognise that 1i::l1? is used in OT for both the heavenly and the 
earthly abode, but unfortunately he chose an application that does not satisfy the use of this phrase. 
Simply, "because the temple was not torn down by Antiochus Epiphanes, the reference may be -says 
Collins-to the desecration of the altar." 
378 1K8:13, 2 Ch 6:2, Ps 74:7. 
379 1K8:39.43.49, 2 Ch 6:30.33.39, Ps 33:13-14, 96:6. 
380 Nu 18:29, Ez 45:4. 
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381 Is16:12, Ps 73:17, Ez 28:18, Am 7:9.13. 
382 Lv 19:30, 20:3, 21 :12.23, Jos 24:26. 
383 2Ch36:17,Ez48:12,Dan9:17, 11:31. 
384 Jer 51:51, Ez21:7. 
385 Lv 16:33, Ez 45:3. 
386 Is 8:14, Jer 17:13, Ez 11:16. 
387 2 S 22:7-11, Ps 11 :4, 15:1,18:7-10, 29:9-10, 102:20, Mi 1:2-4; cf. Ac 7:49, 17:24. 
388 1K8:13.28-30, 32a.34a.36a.39a.43a.45a. 49a, 2 Ch 2:6, ls 6:1, 66:1-2, Jer 23:23-24. 
389 Jn 2:19-22, 1 Car 3:16-17, 6:15-19, 2Cor 6:16, Eph 2:19-22, Heb 3:6, 1Pt2:4-6. 
390 Mt 27:50-51, Jn 1:29-36, Rom 12:1, Eph 5:2. 
391 Heb 4:14 - 10:31, 12:22-29, 13:10-14, Rev 3:12, 4:5, 5:6, 6:9, 7:15, 8:3-5, 9:13, 11:1-4.19, 
14:15.17, 15:5-8, 16:1.7.17, 21:3.22,22:3-5. 
392 Dt 26:15, 2 Ch 30:27, Jr 25:30, Zc 2:17. 
393 J. Collins, op. cit. p. 334. 
394 Mt 24:15, Mk 13:14, Lk 21:20. 
395 2 Th 2:2-5, !Jn 2:18. The Greek term 'Av-c[xpw-roc; formed in the same linguistic pattern as 
av1 Lpaal:l.Eu<; (viceroy), means basically Vice-Christ. The title is in itself a blasphemy, because Christ 
did not appointed any human vicar of His Person I authority but the Holy Spirit (Jn 14:15-18), and the 
NT speaks only about the relative and conditional authority of the Church's ministers, having Christ as 
Head, and nowhere about a visible head on earth to exercise His divine authority. 
396 Dan 9: 27, 11:31.38, cf. Mk 13:14 comp. Lk 21:20. 
397 !Mac. I :46-67. 
398 Heb 7:23-28, 9:28a. 
399 Bis wann ... ? (Ziircher Bibel, Elberfelder), jusqu'a quand ... ? (several French translations; French 
Louis Segond followed by the Romanian D. Cornilescu put it in parallel with: Pendant combien de 
temps s'accomplira ... ?. 
400 Pfandl, op. cit. pp. 258-259. 
401 Gn47:8, 2 S 19:35, Ps 119:84. 
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402 2 S 2:11, Ez. 4:4-9, Dan 9:2, Lv 25:15.16.50, Nu 14:34. 
403 Ps 6:4, 94:3, Ne 2:6, Ex 10:3.7, N 14:24, IS 1:14, 16:1, 2S 2:26, IK 18:21, Ps 80:4, 82:2, Ps 90:13, 
Pr 1:22, 6:9, Is 6:11, Jer 4:14.21, 12:4, 23:26, 31:22, 47:5, Hos 8:5, Hab 2:6, Zee 1:12. 
404 The phrases ;-m-ill (Ps 74:9-10, N 24:22, Ps 4:3, 79:5, 89:47) and ;-u~-ill (Ex 16:28, N 14:11, 
T - T T -
Jos 18:3, Job 18:2, 19:2, Ps 13:1-2, 16:3, Jer 47:6, Hab 1:2) are used in exactly the same situations. 
405 SE (The Seleucid Era) began in 312 BCE. M. D. Popa, op. cit. p. 676. 
406 According to Bickerman, cited by Grabbe in Judaism.from Cyrus ... p. 265. 
407 This is probably the highest degree of precision to date a biblical book claimed to be prophecy. 
And nobody seems to wonder about its credibility in that generation. Maybe its writers coalesced to 
deceive only the future generations over centuries. Poor pseudonymous writer(s) I compiler(s) I 
redactor(s) ! So much precise work done for the history before Antiochus, and so much trouble with 
the events under Antiochus ! 
408 See Leviticus 16. Besides of being the climax of all rituals, and seen by Jews up to this time as a 
day of sealing destinies, Yorn K.ippur ushered in the 50th year, the jubilee (Lv 25:9), which finds its 
final signification in the future messianic restoration. The significance of all rituals and symbols of 
Yorn K.ippur are disputed in conservative circles as in the liberal theology. For a large treatment of this 
subject, though may be not absolute satisfactory against all objections, see the 700 pages book of 
Alberto Treyer (doctoral studies at Strasbourg), The Day of Atonement and the Heavenly Judgment -
From Pentateuch to Revelation, Creation Enterprises International, Siloam Springs, Arkansas, 1992. 
409 This view does not contradict the application of the Yorn K.ippur type to Christ's expiatory 
sacrifice, as Daniel suggests (9:24-27) and Hebrews clearly confirms (ch. 9). Types cannot be 
understood in rigid and exclusive ways. For example, the Passover is applied in the NT not only to the 
spiritual liberation through Christ (IP 1:18-19, lCor 5:7-8), but also to the eschatological, complete 
liberation "through the blood of the Lamb" (Rev 15:3-6). Why not see Yorn K.ippur in the same light? 
It should be observed that while in Heb 9:7-26 the Cross and Christ's ministry are highlighted as a 
fulfillment of the Yorn K.ippur type, including the statement about the heavenly sanctuary needing 
purification by means of His blood (v. 23), the author further points to the Judgment and salvation 
related to the Second Advent (v.27-28, 10:25-30). 
410 Dan 10:13.21, 12:1.6-7. 
411 Jos 5:13-15, Ex 12:41, cf. Rev 12:7, lThes 4:16, Jd 1:9. A Christian exegesis to Ex 3:1-6.13-14 and 
similar OT passages (Ex 14:19.24, cf. 1 Cor 10:4) identifies Michael ('?~:;i'~ Who is like God?) with 
the pre-existent Christ in His role of Personal Divine Absolute Representative of God. 
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412 Lk 1:19.26, 24:4, Act 1:10, Rev 1:1, 19:10, 22:6. 
413 In Rev 19:10, 22:8-9, angels and prophets are said to fulfil the same mission as God's messengers. 
414 Pfandl, op. cit. p. 272. My underlines. 
415 Ps 7:12, 38:4, 69:25, 78:49, 102:11, Is 30:27, 66:14, Jer 10:10, 50:25, Lam 2:6, Ez 21:36, 22:31, 
Nah 1:6, Zep 3:8, Zee 1:12, Mal 1:4. 
416 Is 10:25.22-23, 26:20.21-23 LXX: ~ 6py~ Kup[ou, Jer 15:17?, Ez 22:24.21-22.30-31, Hab 3:12. 
417 N 23:7-8 the prophet Balaam to utter Olll in the name of God, Pr 24:24 nations' indignation 
against an unjust leader, Dan 11:30 the great persecutor's fury against the true religion, Hos 7:16 
political threat or defiance of Israelite leaders, Pr 25 :23 grievous face/looks, cf. Dan 1: 10. 
418 See v. 21 too, about God's strange work of punishment against His enemies. 
419 Dt 11:12, Job 8:7, 42:12, Pr 5:11, Am 8:10, Jer. 17:11, Ee 7:8, Dan. 8:23. 
420 0 N 24:2 , Ps. 73:17. 
421 Dt 8:16, Pr 5:4, 14:12.13, 16:25, 20:21, 23:18.32, 25:8, Ee 10:13, Is 41:22, Dan 12:8. 
422 Dt 32:20.29, Pr 29:21. 
423 N 23:10, Lam. I :9, Pr 19:20, Is 47:7, Jer 5:31, 12:4. 
424 Pr 24:14.20, Jer 29:11. 
425 Ps. 37:37.38, 109:13, Jer 31:17, Dan 11:4, Am4:2. 
426 Gn 49:1, Nu 24:14, Dt 4:30, 31:29, Is 2:2, Jer 23:20, Jer 30:24, 48:47, 49:39, Ez 38:16, Hos 3:5, 
Mi 4:1. 
427 E.g. KJV, NKJ, NAB, WEB, ASV, NAS, RSV, LUT, ELB, SVV, ORB. 
428 Rev 11:18-19, 12:12.17, 14:8.10.19, 15:1.6-7, 16:1.19, 18:3, 19:15, cf. Is 10:5-7.22, 14:6. 
429 Jer 25:15-26, Ob 1:16, Zep 3:6-8, Zee 1:15, Is 33:1, Dan 9:27d. 
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° Concerning the last example (Hab 2:3) says Collins (p. 337): "A strong case can be made, 
however, for reading iill as iJ) ('witness') and taking ml' as 'testify' [Note: .. the root appears in 
Ugaritic in the sense of 'testify' ... ). The notion of testimony is compatible with the allusion in Daniel,. 
although the reading iill is confirmed at Dan 11 :35." 
431 No wonder, that the author of Hebrews, when refers to Christ's second Advent, employs the same 
language of Habakkuk (Heb 10:37-38, cf. Hab 2:3-4). The parallel between Dan 8:19.26 and Hab 2:3 
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is further stressed by the emphasis on truth: N1;-J 117?~ (it is truth - Dan 8:26), ::iq; N·?1 (it does not 
lie - Hab 2:3). 
432 Lv 16:8-10.20-22.26-26. 
433 Lv 17:7 (notice the closeness to Lv 16!), cf. Dt 32:17, 2Ch 11:15, Is 13:21, 34:14. 
434 lstoria lumii in date, p. 30. 
435 . 
Dl 28:15, Ez 7:6-8, 21:30/25, 35:5, Am 3:2, Mt 23:32, !Th 2:16. 
436 The following scriptures are also very useful parallels to be studied. If Job 14:17 'l7tli~ iii~:l 
l:ltin is understood like in Dt 32:34 'M'iliN:l cnn ....... N1;,·1:6;, it seems to use cnn to stress the 
'·.T T ; ; '-,T -; 
idea of a legal dealing with sin (see the context, Dt 32:33.35). 
437 Nu 12:8, Jg 14:12-19, 1 K. 10:1, 2 Ch 9:1, Pr 1 :6, Ps. 49:5, 78:2, Ez 17:2, Dan 5:12.16, Hab 2:6. 
438 Compare the two biblical passages. 
2 Ch 26:16 i'~p;:r? '1)'1; ,~,;:t-?l;l Nj~) , M'r:Ti+i;:ri,·;~ i:i? ri;l~ iMi?\l'.i::l1 
Dan 8: 11.25 
i'~n;i c•;;i m~~1 ,,.,;,., N::i::.;i-;(!l ;171 
i::ii/J' ,, o£:ii:(~, -1bl7; ·· 1:1,,-~~,(!l-i,~, ,~.,l~ ;:l::i?:l1 
•• T • T ·; ·; ; -; - " T - - ; • ;- T ; • 
Even if the Hebrew text has not the same wording in both places, the idea is strikingly similar: 
a king is not satisfied with kingly affairs, but from self-exaltation, be covets the priestly office, to his 
own ruin - God will punish him. 
439 From the Hiph'il '11(!;:1 = show, make known. The noun ;ii:nr,i has usually the meaning 
appearance, sight. vision. spectacle, phenomenon. However. in this and in another two instances in 
Daniel (9:23, 10:1, cf. Ex 25: 9.40, Ez 40:4, Nu 8:4), the most probable meaning, as the literary 
contextual logic implies, is that of revelation (something shown or revealed in a vision). Hence the its 
adverbial use in Nu 12:8.: [to speak] apparently, as opposed to the speaking in riddles. Unfortunately, 
lexicons did not mention this different meaning. (Cf. Rene Peter-Contesse & John Ellington, A 
Handbook on The Book of Daniel, UBS, New York, 1993, p. 251). 
This semantic evolution of ;-Jl(il;i from sight I vision, to revelation I prophecy, might be 
understood by comparing this term with the synonym Jilr;i vision, which is often used to mean oracle, 
revelation (see Pr 29:18, Is 1:1, Dan 10:14, 11:14, Ob 1:1 et.al.) .. It seems that the phrase i~~~ itg~ 
which has been spoken about, refers to this '1l(")l;i. and this would be another argument that we 
should translate here ;-Jl(l~ as [spoken/ revelation or prophecy, not vision. 
440 1~tp(!l; a Po'lel form of '1 ~1tli - to search everywhere, inquiring (for prophetic messages: Am 
8:12), investigate through (the city, to find a single righteous man: Jr 5:1), search thoroughly, 
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examine, seeking through (all the earth - God's eyes: Zc 4:10, 2Ch 16:9). The speaker employs this 
verb to emphasise the idea of thorough research for understanding the soled prophecy. This view fits 
the context when it is related to "the wise ones," and to the result of the prophesied investigation: 
n~;i0 ;'1?"1!'."11 and the knowledge shall increase (multiply) The basic meaning is evident from Qal: 
to go (rove, row) about (in world-wide travels: Jb 1:7, 2:2), go about, seeking for (manna: Nu 11 :8), 
go through and search (all the tribes, for the military census: 2S 24:2.8). LXX has omoµocvwaLv o\, 
TioiJ.ol rnl 1TAl]a0ij ~ yfj ti:oLKlocc; most will fall away (read 1t:l1tv' instead of 1t:lt:lili') and the earth will 
be filled by iniquity (read mi;;i, ;"ll)j;"l instead of nlli;"l). 0 has OLoax0.&LV 1TOU.0L KUL 1TA1]0uveij ~ 
yvcJaL<; man y will be taught and the knowledge will incrqase. YUL: pertransibunt plurimi et 
multiplex erit scientia = most people would travel extensively and the science will be multiplied. 
441 The sudden passing from the injunction "seal the book," to the revelation "many will investigate 
and the knowledge shall increase," should be made in translation by a temporal conjunction ("when"). 
In fact, LXX and 0 connect the two clauses by 'Ewi; [/iv] = until. The same syntactical situation may 
be seen in the co-ordination of two clauses (very similar) in v. 9 and 10: Cl'::lJ . .1i~~n' ... fP nir;~ 
till the time of the end, [when] many will be cleansed .. . etc. Or, in both cases, we may consider the 
temporal adverb lN implied before the second clause. 
' 
442 The following scheme is a tentative to harmonise the Danielic periods referring to the time of the 
end (except that of 2300 days I years that is to be identified later in this study). For the dates 538 and 
1798, see the comments on Dan 7:25. Concerning the year 508, my own study is still incomplete, but 
the date is known as the establishing (by sword) of the first really Catholic (papal) state in Western 
Europe, France, through the confederation of Church and State under the Roman supervision. The 
years 502-507 brought the first victory of the dogma of supreme jurisdiction of the popes. In the same 
years (though a precise date is not now available), the old Christian liturgy was replaced by the new 
Roman liturgy in the West, the Episcopal palace of Vatican was built (in its first stage), the first 
history of the popes was compiled in Rome, and the first grave political intrigues and interference of 
the Pope in West, in Rome and in East occurred. The year 508 as a terminus a quo ti:Jr the 1290-1335 
"days" of Dan 12 is first attested under the unidentified name of "C. C." (Jewish Expositor, London 
1820). Then William Miller, seemingly not depending on the former, published the same result in 
1836 (in New York), according to Froom (op. cit., vol IV, 404). 
508 
Papal system 
installed. 
1 2 6 0 e a r s 
538 
First 
Pontifical State created 
1 2 9 0 
1 3 3 
e a r s 
5 y e a r s 
1798 
Pontifical 
State suppressed 
1843 
Prophecy 
unsealed 
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The year 1843 is the time of the most popular and largely presented diagram of the time 
prophecies of Daniel, discovered in the generation 1798-1844, especially in America (Froom, op. cit. 
vol. IV, deals only with this topic). 
443 If this period is only a trick imagined by a pious and anonymous writer contemporary to Antiochus, 
why did he need to emphasise so much that they lived in the time of the end, only to encourage the 
faith of people in a supernatural intervention, whereas in that period any Hasid took his arm? From a 
simple, psychological point of view, it is hardly understandable such a mentality to write down precise 
historical moments as vaticinia post eventum, then postulate periods to be fulfilled in short time, to 
convince contemporary people that they live in the time of the end, and finally no one of those 
periods matches history. 
444 Regarding this translation, see note 298. 
445 Dan 7:10, Ex 24:7, 32:33, Dt 24:1, Ps 69:29, Ez 2:9. 
446 Ex 24:7, 2 K 23:2. 
447 Dt 31 :26, Jos 1 :8, 2 K 22:8. 
448 Jos 10:13, 1K11:41, 14:19.29, Nu 21:14. 
449 E.g., annals or chronicles, wisdom and science, poetry, et.al. Est 10:2, Is 29:11. 
450 Ps 40:8, Is 29:18, Jer 30:2, 36:2.4, Ex 17:14. 
451 JS 10:25, Jer 51:60, Nah 1:1, Dan 12:4. 
452 
"God's promises are made conditional upon man's co-operation and obedience .... Repeatedly 
God warned Israel that blessing goes hand in hand with obedience and that a curse accompanies 
disobedience (see Dt 4:9; 8:19; 28:1, 2, 13, 14; Jer. 18:6-10; 26:2-6; Zech. 6:15; etc.). Continued 
obedience was necessary Lo the continuance of divine favour, whereas persistent disobedience must 
inevitably culminate in the rejection of the Jewish nation as God's chosen instrument for carrying out 
the divine plan (Dt 28: 15-68). 
Owing to the failure of the Jews as God's chosen people, many of the prophecies of the Old 
Testament, such as those affirming the world-wide mission of Israel and the ingathering of the 
Gentiles (see On. 12:3; Dt 4:6-8; Isa. 2:2-5; 42:6; 49:6; 52:10; 56:6, 7; 60:1-3; 61:9; 62:2; Zech. 2:11; 
8:22, 23; etc.), those pointing forward to the eternal rest in Canaan (Isa. 11:6-9; 35; 65:17-25; 66:20--
23; Jer. 17:25; Eze. 37; 40--48; Zech. 2:6-12; 14:4-11), and those promising deliverance from her 
enemies (Isa. 2:10--21; 24-26; Eze. 38; 39; Joel 3; Zeph. 1; 2; Zech. 9:9-17; 10--14; etc.), bave never 
been and can never be fulfilled to them as a nation." Francis D., Nichol, "The Nature and Purpose of 
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Conditional Prophecy," in The Seventh-day Adventist Bible Commentary, vol. JV, (Washington, D.C.: 
Review and Herald Publishing Association) J 978. 
God's purposes are immutable (Ps. 33:11; Prov. J9:21; Isa. 46:10; Acts 5:39; Heb. 6:17; etc.), 
however His plans may suffer delay and change, even to be fulfilled through or for other objects but 
the first addressees. Thus prophecies are related to the covenant theology. 
453 It is a pity that hosts of fundamentalist theologians do not pay serious attention to this explicit rule 
in their hermeneutics, so that many conditional prophecies intended to be fulfilled in post-exilic times 
and not fulfilled or only partially fulfilled, are thought to be fulfilled in the apocalyptic millennium. 
454 SeeJer 31, Ez 36~37. 47. 
455 Dan 5:3J, 6:1. Daniel docs not mention but the first year of this disputed Darius the Mede (9:1), 
nor the historiography is more generous with this ruler. 
456 Dt 2:30, Dt 2:36, Dt 7:21, Dt 10:17, Dt 17:20, 9:J2, Dt 28:45.52, Dt 3:26, Dt 18:19, Dt 33:21, Dt 
17:20, Dt 29:27, Dt 13:8, Dt 34:5, Dt 11:7, Dt 5:15, 6:21, 7:8, 9:26, 26:8, Dt 28:10, Dt 7:9.J2, Dt 2:25; 
457 Jr 32:18, Jr J4:20. Jr 7:25, 44:4, Jr 3:25, 44:23, Jr 26:16, 44:J6, Jr44:17, Jr 34:19, Jr 29:J9, Jr 7:19, 
Jr 18:J9, Jr 11:5, Jr 35:13, 4:3.4, J J:2.9, 17:25, 18:J, 44:27, 44:6.23. Jr 25:26, Jr 8:3, 23:3.8, 29:J4.J8, 
32:37, Jr 17:23, 19:15, 32:40; Jr 42:18, 44:6, Jr 16:10; ,Jr 5:J2, Jr 16:10, 32:42, Jr 26:4, Jr 26:19, Jr 
J:l2, 3J:28, 44:27; Jr 12:1, Jr 28:6, 29:10, 35:14,.La 1:18, Jr 32:21; Jr 25:12, 5J:26.62, Jr J5:16, 
25:29, Jr 36:37, 37:20, 38:26, 42:2.9, Jr 23:5, Jr 24:9, Jr J8:20, 23:20, 30:24; Jr 32:20,.Jr J4:7. 
458 Ps 68:36, 89:8, Ps 89:29, Ps !06:6, Ps 44:J6, Ps 130:2; Ps 5:3, Ps J7:2, 61:2, Ps 109:21, Ps 40:18, 
70:6; Ps 78:38, Ps 2:6, 3:5, 15:1, 43:3, 46:5, Ps 89:42 et al. Ps 31:17, 57:2, 80:4.8.20, 119:135, Ps 
25:11, 109:2J, J43:11, Ps 106:7, Ps 90:J7, Ps 74:7, Ps 119:156, Ps 51:3, 69:17. Ps 11:7, 145:17, Ps 
72:6. 
459 JS 22:J3, JK 3:6, lK J8:12. IS J:23, IS 8:5.6, 8:20, IS 6:9, 2S J3:16; JK l0:3J, IK 13:6, 2K 
13:4, 2K J9:J6, 2K J8:12, 2S 7:9, JS 11:8, 2S 20:4, 2K 23:2. 
460 Isaiah Is 37: 17, Is 42:21, 49:7, 55:5. Is 33:20. Is 5:3; ls 33: 13, Is 24:5, ls 63:J2.14, Is 12:J, Is J 1:9, 
56:7, 60:14, Is 49:8.19, 61:4. 
461 Ne J:5.l 1, 4:8, 9:32, Ne 1:5, 9:32, Ne 9:32.34. Ne 9:16, Ne 9:19.27.28.3J, Ne 9:10, Ne 8:J3. Ne 
13:18.27, Ne 9:8; Ne 10:30; Ne 10:30; Ne 8:1, Ne 10:30; Ne 9:37;Ne 6:16, Ne 1 :6. 
462 2 See On 18-J9, 32:24-30 and 48:J6, Nu 22:23, Jg 6:11-23, 13:6. J0.15-18, 2S 4:16. 
463 Ez 1:5-10, 10:14-15. 
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464 Usually, this adverbial phrase means "at the commencement," "at the first," "in the beginning," 
"the first time". However, its pragmatic use here is "previously" - as in NASV, NAB of Dan 8:1. 
465 D an 8:17-18, 10:8-11.15-19. 
466 Regarding translation, see notes 301-302. 
467 If this is intended, then is interesting to note that the Gospels agree on the same daytime of Jesus' 
death on the cross (Mt 27:45-51, Mk 15:33-38, Lk 23:44-46). 
468 See note 304. 
469See note 305 for the linguistic analysis. 
470 See note 306 for linguistic and contextual analysis. 
471 James A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel. The 
International Critical Commentary, T. and T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1927, pp. 373-401. 
472 Id. p. 393. 
473 Andre Lacocques, The Book of Daniel, (transl. by D. Pelauer), Atlanta, John Knox Press, GA, 
1979, pp. 178. 191-199. 
474 John Collins, Daniel, First Maccabees, Second Maccabees. with an Excursus on the Apocalyptic 
Genre. Old Testament Message 16. Michael Glazier, Wilmington, DE, 1981, p. 95. 
475 John E. Goldingay, ''The book of Daniel: Three issues." Themelios 2 (1977) pp. 45-49. 
476 Owusu-Antwi, op. cit. p. 69 (note 82) cites Lester Grabbe's study published in JBL 110 (1991): pp. 
59-74, making a strong case for 168-165 BCE as the period when pagans profaned the Temple. 
477 Bevan, op. cit. p. 142. 
478 Id. 145. 
479 Johann Funck, court chaplain of Niirnberg, wrote the most thorough and complete treatise on the 
70 weeks up to his day, and was probably the first in Reformation times to begin the 70 weeks in 457 
B.C. and end them in A.D. 34. This was epochal. He regarded them as 490 solar years from the 7m year 
of Artaxerxes, and this he tabulated as well as expounded. Georg Nigrinus (d. 1602). See Froom, op. 
cit. vol. II pp. 308-313. 
480 Georg Nigrinus, Evangelical theologian, placed the period from 456 B.C. to A.D. 34, also with the 
cross at the close. See Froom, op. cit. vol. II pp. 325-329. 
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481 Heinrich Bullinger, of Zurich, likewise dated the 70 weeks from the 7th year Artaxerxes, or about 
457 B.C. to about A.D. 33, with the crucifixion at the end. See Froom, op. cit. vol. II pp. 339-345. 
482 Jacques Cappel, French theologian, similarly began the 490 years in 457 B.C., the "seventh year of 
Artaxerxes." See Froom, op. cit. vol. II p. 630. 
483 Few know that the father of the modern physics was also a strong believer and interested in 
apocalyptic prophecies. His posthumous book, Observations Upon the Prophecies of Daniel, and the 
Apocalypse of St. John, J. Darby and T Browne, 1733, was the outcome of 42 years of study. He even 
had correspondence with John Locke, from 1890 on, over questions of prophetic interpretation. In 
spite of some exegetical flaws that we might find today in his work, it is nevertheless very instructive 
to be studied. Concerning Daniel he said: "To reject his [Daniel's] prophecies is to reject the Christian 
religion." He used his scientific genius in calculating as precisely as possible the beginning of the 70 
weeks with the 7"' years of Artaxerxes I (according to Ezra 7), and successfully established the date 
457 BCE. See Froom, op. cit. vol. II pp. 658-665. 
484 Though Bengel later changed his view, and arrived to an extension of the 490 years to 555 years 
and a fraction, his first approach to the 70 weeks is basically the following: 490 years from the 7"' year 
of Artaxerxes, with the crucifixion of Christ in the midst of the seventieth week. Cf. Das Neue 
Testament nach dem revidierten Grund text ubersetzt und mit dienlichen Anmerkungen begleitet van 
Johann Albrecht Bengel. Stuttgart, Johann Benedict Metzler, 1753. pp. 974-975. See Froom, op. cit. 
vol. II p. 712. 
485 See Froom, op. cit. vol. III p. 222. 
486 Archibald Mason of Scotland fixed upon 457 B.c. and A.D. 33. See Froom, op. cit. vol. III pp. 396-
404. 
487 He took 457 B.C. to A.D. 34. With A. Mason, he understood the 70 weeks to be the first part of the 
2300 years, thus ending the longer period in 1843 and 1844 respectively. See Froom, op. cit. vol. III 
pp. 406-407. 
488 Cf. Froom, vol. IV (1982), p. 1096. Minister, editor, missionary to Europe, one of the founders of 
Seventh-day Adventism. Andrews University (Berrien Springs, Michigan) bears his name. He began 
the 70 weeks in 457 BCE to end them in 34 CE., with Christ's crucifixion in the middle of the 
seventieth week, in 31 CE. This interpretation inherited from the former evangelical scholarship and 
confirmed by new approaches through generations, remained standard among SDA scholars. The most 
influent commentary on Daniel among the first generations of SDAs was that of Uriah Smith (d. 
1903). Cf. Froom, vol. IV (1982), p. 1109-1127. 
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489 Both from the Andrews University, Michigan. 
490 This brief Bible Commentary, Manual Biblic, (edited and translated into Romanian by Doru Motz, 
Door of Hope, 1983), stands among the few evangelical works today preserving the old interpretation 
of the 70 weeks (p. 349). 
491 The Messiah-Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianity, edited by James Charlesworth 
(1992), Fortress Press, Minneapolis, p. 100. 
492 These events necessarily would take at least months and at most a couple of years: Moses' leaving 
Jethro's home, journey to Egypt, his repeated appearance encounters with his people and with 
Pharaoh, the 10 plagues. 
493 See Jos. 11:18, 14:7, 10, 11, 23:1, 24:29. In chapter II :18 it is stated that Joshua waged war a long 
time. Now after Jos 14:7.10.11, Caleb was 40 years old when Moses sent him to explore the land of 
Canaan, and 45 years had passed since that time. The conquest was by this time seen as complete (Jos 
11:23, 14:5), though not in an absolute sense (see Ex 23:29.30). If the mission of the spies coincided 
with the 2"' year of the Exodus (Dt 2:14), and the "wandering" lasted 38 years, then the conquest 
lasted 6- 7 years (45-38 = 7). Josephus gives only 5 years and some modern scholars tend to agree. 
494 E. White took the reference in Ps 118 as prophecy based on an actual historical incident that 
occurred during the building of Solomon's Temple. A stone projected and hewn in the career to be a 
cornerstone was not recognised useful when it appeared on the construction site, among the common, 
right cut, building stones. So it was thrown aside until the day the builders observed that it was the 
only one fitted to serve as cornerstone. (Desire of Ages, Pacific Press, Mountain View, CA, 1898, 
1960, pp. 597. 598). Isaiah was shown that this stone was a symbol of Messiah (Is 8:13-15, 28:16), 
which the NT naturally applies to Jesus (AA 4: 11, !Pt 2:6). While Jesus was rejected by this world, 
including the majority of his own people, He was appointed over all things both in heaven and in earth 
(Eph 1:22). 
495 See the linguistic analysis at p. 149. 
496 See F. Field (Origenis Hexapla, 925). 
497 See Bruno Meissner and Wolfram von Soden, Akkadisches Handworterbuch, Band I, A-L, Otto 
Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden, Germany, 1965, p. 335. 
498 See Ludwig Kohler and Walter Baumgartner, Hebraisches und Aramaisches Lexikon zum A/ten 
Testamenten, Leiden, (Lieferung I, N -n:l~). E. J. Brill, 1967, p. 349. 
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499 Cf. E. A. Wallis Budge, An Egyptian Hierogiyphic Dictionary, vol. 1, Frederick Ungar Publishing 
Co., New York, p. 512. The presence of "s'', instead of "th,'' is a common linguistic phenomenon in 
the history of many languages, and it might be a particularity of Egyptian, since we have also the 
parallel Eg. sbn I Heb. tbn ("straw"). 
50
°This root seems to have been split early in at least three branches: I. *!!'tshuk, to cut (attested in 
Egypt. !lsk.t, "knife"; West-Chad, tshuk "knife"; Angas and Mupun, tshuk ), 2. *l!'si~, to cut, to pierce 
(wherefrom the Semitic radical l!'shi!f, to pierce, cf. Arab !lsq', East-Chad, and Rift, sik, to cut; Birgit, 
sikki, lraqw, siq), and 3. *l!'tik to cut, divide, separate (well attested in Semitic, il"t"k "cut off," A.kk. 
H.ataku, Ebr. !ltk, and Chadian languages: tik, tik-t, tikk, tikkya, to divide, half, et.al.). See Vladimir 
Orel, Olga Stolbova. Hamito-Semitic Etymological Dictionary-Materials for a Reconstruction, E. J. 
Brill, Leiden, Netherlands. New York, Kdln. 1995, p. 1293, 1391-1392. 
501 The Hebrew-Romanian Dictionary of Menahem P. Mandel gives different derivations from the 
root inn, indicating the Middle-Hebrew (*) or the modern (0) use of the term: *li;'llJ cutting l1M!i 
cutting*, utterance0 (in certain phrases), *i1:l'nli piece, cut, part; 'n':l'nli little part, bit; [l:l'~i!i] 
T • -: • • -; • 
0
ni:it;ih incisor {teeth/, *liit; to cut off, sever, cut slice, cut out, whence *'l'i;'li;itp:;i liit; to express 
clear, utter, decide, determine, prescribe, order, *18i:t to cut, to express, *linr:i *18i:t!ii1 to be cut 
I cut. The same meaning is attested for all these late Hebrew words in the dictionary of Gustaf H. 
Dalman (Aramiiisch-neuhebriiisches Handworterbuch zu Targum, Talmud und Midrasch, Gotingen, 
Eduard Pfeiffer, 1938, p. 163-164). Sokoloff gives for the root lnn only the meaning to cut, sever 
(Michael Sokoloff, A Dictionary qf Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, Bar-Ilan University Press, 1990, p. 
218). Among the few Bible translations, beside Theodotion's, Vulgate and some late but more literal 
ones that maintain the basic meaning of lnli is the Romanian old translation, Serban's Bible: s-au 
tiiiat pres le - "are cut off upon ... " 
502 For instance, iTl (see Is 9:19 r~:-i,1! ii~')., Est 2:1, Dan 2:27.34, 4:4.14.21) and fili (1 S 17:18, 
Is 28:22, Dan 9:26-27, 11 :36).The same mutation from the concrete meaning (to cut off, or sever) to 
the abstract one (decide) occurred in other languages too, e.g. Lat. Decido (cut-decide), Fr. Trancher 
(sever-decide). 
503 The scarcity of this type of translations is explicable from a rather psychological perspective, very 
well reflected in A Handbook on the Book of Daniel authored by Peter-Contesse and Ellington of 
UBS: "Are decreed: the verb used here does not occur elsewhere in the Old Testament, but it does 
appear in other Jewish literatnre, and the meaning is clearly "to decide" or "resolve"{op. cit. p. 252). 
Practically, most translators see no need of resorting to the contextual evidence, to connect the term 
with the vision partially explained in chapter 8, and so be prepared to appreciate the unique match of 
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the basic meaning of this hapax. While the common translation ("are determined") is quite fitting, as 
often do extended and derived meanings, nevertheless it weakens the force of the angel's time clue 
and tends to dim the reader's understanding. 
504 Froom, vol. IV, p. 209. 
505 The reckoning of these two synchronous periods, according to Petri began at 453 BCE. Petri, 
Johann. Aufschluss der Zahlen Daniels und der Offenbarung Johannis. [n.p.:n.n.], Ulrich Weiss, 
Frankfurt, 1768, pp. 8-10. Cited in Froom, vol. II. pp. 714, 715, 717 and Samuel Nunez, The Vision of 
Daniel 8, (doctoral dissertation), Andrews University, Berrien Springs, Michigan, 1987, p. 93. Froom 
(vol. III, pp. 263-282) shows how the interest of the exegetes in the 2300 days rose especially after the 
close of the 1260 days I years in 1798, in the first half of the 19"' century. 
506 Lv 25:8-9, Is 61 1-2a, Lk 3:1.21-23a, 4:16-21. 
507 Documents: Jer 32:10-14, Is 8:16, Dan 8:26, 9:24h, 12:4.9, persons: Dan 6:16-17, Mt 27:66, Rev 
20:3. This is an image specific to Daniel. It is poetic, appropriate, following the Kethfb, and followed 
at least by YLT, NJB, ROV. According to BDBG (367-368), the usual meaning of ClliT'i in OT is to 
seal, affix seal (attest, confirm, sign), seal up, but other shades of meaning or figurative senses are 
derived: to fasten up, keep securely, shut up, stop. In the late Jewish Aramaic (sec. III-VII AD), this 
verb meant to seal, sign, engrave, close up, conclude (give a closing talk), according to Sokoloff's 
Dictionary (218). 
508 See note 312 for linguistic analysis. 
509 See Ex 34:7, Job 13:23, Lv 16:21, Ps 32:5, Is 59:12, Jer 33:8, Ez 21:29. 
510 Is 9:617, 51:6.8, Jr 23:6, 33:16, Mi 7:9, Ps 103:17, 111:3, 112:3, 119:142, Dan 9:27, Hos 2:21. 
511 Ps 106:31, 112:6.9, Pr 10:25.30, Dan 12:3, 2Cor 9:9. 
512 Rm 3:25, 5:18.21, Tit 2:14, Rev 5:9-10, 16:7. 
513 See note 313 for translation. YLT, NEG, LSG, ELB, ORB and RSV follow the same idea. 
514 See William H. Shea, Unity of Daniel, in Frank B. Holbrook, Editor, Symposium on Daniel, p. 241-
242. 
515 Ex 28:41, 29:21.29-31, 30:30, 40:13, Lv 8:12.30, Nu 35:25. 
516 AA 3:14, 4:27, 10:38, Heb 3:1-4, IJn 2:20, Rev 3:7 et.al. 
517 Heb 6:19-20, 8:1 -10:22, Rev 1:12-13, 8:2-5, 9:13-14, 11:1-2.19, 14:15.17, 15:5-8, 16:7.17. 
273 
518 Among historical-critical scholars there is not much certainty regarding the actual chronological 
order of missions of Ezra and Nehemiah. Lester Grabbe, a prominent critic says: 
Many scholars believe that Ezra came ... in the seventh year of this Artaxerxes (458 BCE). If 
so, the mission may well have had the Egyptian revolt as a background. (Judaism from 
Cyrus ... , vol. I, p. 131). According to the order of events in the book of Ezra, the priest and 
scribe Ezra came some years before Nehemiah, in the seventh year of Artaxerxes or 458 BCE. 
This traditional dating came under attack with the rise of critical scholarship and was once 
generally rejected by scholars. Now, however, there is an increasing trend to accept the 
traditional dating, although many who do so make no attempt to argue the question in detail. 
(Id. p. 89) 
This exegetic approach is not intended to solve forever this problem or to argue the question in 
detail. There are good works that did it successfully: Siegfried H. Horn and Lynn H. Wood, The 
Chronology of Ezra 7, Review and Herald, Washington, D.C,.1953. For Albright, the matter was 
settled forever: 
If we turn to the Book of Ezra, recent discoveries have vindicated the authenticity of its official 
documents in the most striking way ..... The publication of the fifth-century Elephantine 
Papyri (1904--1911) .. . . had already made Torrey's position difficult, but subsequent 
discoveries by Mittwoch, Eilers, and others have dealt it the coup de grace. For example, 
Torrey insisted that certain words, among them pithgama, "matter, affair," were of Greek 
origin and could not, therefore, have been taken into biblical Aramaic before 330 B.C. In the 
last twenty years these very same words have turned up in Egyptian Aramaic and Babylonian 
cuneiform documents from the late fifth century, that is, from the very time of Ezra! .... The 
great ancient historian, Eduard Meyer, fifty-five years ago insisted on the substantial 
authenticity of the Persian decrees and official letters preserved in Ezra; during the past twenty 
years strong additional evidence for them has been published by H. H. Schaeder and Elias 
Bickerman. W. F. Albright, "The Bible After Twenty Years of Archaeology," Religion in Life, 
21 (Autumn, 1952), 546, 547. Copyright 1952 by Pierce and Smith. 
The most probable date of the decree of Artaxerxes I, is not 458 BCE, but 457 BCE, as shown 
by Siegfried Horn and Lynn Wood. Since in the Jewish civil-calendar reckoning the 7'" year of 
Artaxerxes was 4581451,fall to fall, according to the more exact evidence as we have it now from the 
Babylonian tablets and the Jewish papyri from Egypt, we may know for certain that Ezra's journey 
occurred in the summer of 457 BCE and Nehemiah's in the 20th year in 444 BCE. 
519 Drawing after Owusu-Antwi, op. cit. p. 45. 
520 Ezra's account in chapter 4 is intended to deal with the work of rebuilding the Temple, as the 
literary context appears (see chs. 3 and 5). The chapter begins with the first attempts to reconstruct the 
Temple up to King Darius (v. 1-5) and the last verse is on the same subject (v.24). This indicates that 
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vs. 6-23 are a long parenthesis that continues the theme of opposition from the part of pagan local 
authorities beyond the time of the Temple's reconstruction. Vs. 24 however, as it stands, seems to be 
consequent to vs. 23, though it is not in full logic sequence with it. The critical apparatus to Ezra 4:24 
in BBS propose an emendation of the adverbial ]'JN;:) then, into ]'JN:!) or i1,J';T:l in the same manner. 
This would fit perfect the context and resume the basic subject left in v.5, after the long parenthesis. 
Thus v. 24 is a conclusion for both passages (v. 1-5 about the rebuilding of the Temple, and v. 6-23 
... of the City). The same account is given in III Esdras 2, where we may found some interesting 
details. Verse 31 (corresponding to Ezra 4:24) is lacking or, in other versions begins with a simple Ka[ 
corresponding to the Hebrew multifunctional waw. V. 14 (comp. Ezra 4:12) contains the clause, 
olKoiioµoDaw c&c; 'rE dyop/xc; aucfy; Kal. clx 1:ELX'Tl 6EpmrE0ouaLv ml vaov U'\Top&UovrnL they 
build its market places and repair the walls, and lay foundation of a temple, with an obvious 
reference to Dan 9:25, (Cf. e : Ka\ olK01ioµ119!\amn TilatEta Kttl tELX,QO and the city square and the 
wall shall be built). 
521 Op. cit. 290-303. 
522 I opened with a special hope the book The Messiah-Developments in Earliest Judaism and 
Christianity, edited by James Charlesworth (1992), Fortress Press, Minneapolis. It contains large 
articles from different authors who attended The First Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian 
Origins. This is certainly an indispensable work, containing immense quantities of scholarship in this 
field, and helpful even for the most stubborn fundamentalist, to learn more about messiahs, Messiah 
and Jesus Christ. However, the short references to Dan 9:24-20, are disappointing. J. J. Roberts (pp. 
40-41) says, 
the expression i'Jl rT'i!i~-ill "until an annointed one, a prince [comes]" (Dan 9:25), 
apparently has a historical figure of the distant past in mind, perhaps the high priest Joshua or 
the governor Zerubbabel mentioned in Hagai and Zechariah ..... On the other hand , the 
expression i', ]'N1 rl'i!i~ Mi::l' "an annointed one will be cut off and will have nothing" 
(Dan 9:26), is normally interpreted to refer to Onias III, the legitimate high priest who was 
deposed and eventually murdered during the reign of Antiochus IV. At the time of the writer of 
Daniel, both incidents were past events, so neither figure be regarded as a messianic figure 
expected by him or readers. 
The reasoning is clear. Since it was decided that Daniel is written centuries later than the 
author's claims, as a vaticinium post eventum, then the twice mentioned messiah, the nagfd of Dan 
9:25-27 must be understood as two or even three historical figures, none of them related to the 
messianic idea at least! Then in an article of S. Talmon, "The Concepts of Mdshtafl and Messianism 
in Early Judaism," in The Messiah, p. 88 appears this interesting assertion, 
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523 
The application of the collocation i'lJ'? nl!i~ to Solomon, who built the City of Jerusalem 
and the Temple, gives rise to the supposition that his image served the author of Daniel as the 
prototype on which he modelled his portrayal of the i'll n'W~ who is said to arise after the 
completion of the divinely determined period of wrath which will last for seven times seventy 
years. Then the historical triad -Davidic king, prophet and annointed high priest-will be 
reinstituted in the rebuilt holy city. 
Concerning the tension between waw copulative and a seemingly wrong placed or wrong 
understood athnach, see note 319 for a full treatment. 
524 The historical dates in this table are taken from Owusu-Antwi, pp. 307-310, Euseviu Popovici, 
Istoria Bisericeascii Universalii, vol. I, (University German course from Czernowitz, translated into 
Romanian by Athanasie Mironescu), Tipografia Cfu1ilor Biserice~ti, Bucure~ti 1925, pp. 91-93. Luke 
does not say explicitly how long time passed from the beginning of baptismal ministry by John and the 
Baptism of Jesus. However, Luke describes John as calling multitudes to him in short time and Jesus's 
Baptism is said lo have followed immediately the baptism of those throngs gathered in that occasion 
(Lk 3:21). The time was providential, because John had the mission to reveal Him before Israel, 
therefore he must gather multitudes to Jordan in order to proclaim Jesus the Sacrificial Messiah (Jn 
1:31-34.). It should be also observed that vs. 18-20 from Lk 3 are only a parenthesis about the latter 
fate of John the Baptist, then v. '.LI is linked directly to the narrative of vs. 1-17. 
525 Popovici, Ibid. 
526 The chronological sense of John must be considered when one tries to count the time lapsed with 
the events recorded in Jn 1:1-2:13. See also Popovici, Ibid. 
527 Gane aptly observed this jubilee relevance of the first 7 weeks of Daniel 9. See Erwin Gane, 
"Apocalypsis not yet", in Journal of ATS, Vol. 8, Nrs 1-2, 1997, p. 226. 
528 William Shea in Selected Studies ... , p. 79 cites the work Ben Zion Wacholder, "The Calendar of 
Sabbatical cycles During the second Temple and the Early Rabinnic Period," Hebrew Union College 
Annual, 44 (1973): 153-196. I am not yet prepared to substantiate in a significant way this suggestion .. 
529 For linguistic analysis of this phrase see note 322. 
530 If the year 33 is accepted as the date of Crucifixion, the first major problem that appears, is the 
birth of Jesus at least two years after the death of Herod the Great. 
531 See note 323 for linguistic and philological comments. 
532 See note 326 for the linguistic comments. 
533 Mk 13:1-2, Lk 21:20-24, Lk 19:43-44. 
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534 Op. cit. pp. 173-178. 
535 Kline, Meredith G. "The Covenant of the Seventieth Week." In The Law and the Prophets: Old 
Testament Studies Prepared in Honor of Oswald Thompson Allis, ed. John H. Skillton. Nutley, NJ: 
Presbyterian Reformed Publishing Co., 1974. p. 465. 
536 BDBG p. 137 : "k. the prophetic covenant, a divine promise through a series of prophets to 
establish a new constitution, :it!iiri n'1::l Jer 31:31, with new institutions and precepts Is 42:6, 49:8, 
T T •: • ; 
55:3, 59:21, 61:8, Jer 31:31.33, 32:40, 50:5, Ez 16:60.62, 20:37, 34:25, 37:26, Hos 2:20. In ls2 the 
Messianic servant is t:lll n'i:::i Is 42:6, 49:8, cf. n'i:::i;i lN'?O Mal 3:1." 
537 John E. Goldingay, Daniel. Word Biblical Commentary. Dallas, TX: Word Books, 1989, p. 262. 
538 Other scriptures possibly connected with this phrase are the following: 
Is 55:1-5 see 
also 56:6-8, cf. 
42: 1.6, 
49:5-8, 2:3, 
61:1.8 etc, 
AA 3:25 
Mat20:28 
Heb 9:15.28 
r ... J Cl'!:i'? i:h 1im:;;-i,:i ,,;i 
" - - : ,. T T 
c:i'?1JJ n'·ui c:i:i'? ;ini:iNi 
T • : "." T T : : ".." ~ 
t:l'lONl;i i1i 'iOn 
·r-::·:- ., --:-
1'!'1lJl C'!:l1N~ i)) F1 
t:l'!:INi, ;,1:;;01 .,'ll 
. ~- ; .. - : . ..,. 
uµEl<; foTE OL ULOL 'l:WV 11po<f>rp:wv 
Kal i:i\c; liLa01lKTJ.;[ .. ]11&aaL al 
11ai:pLaL Tii<; yfic; 
'o uloc; i:o!l &v0pw11ou "M6Ev' liouvaL 
TTJV 1jrnxTiv a&rou AUTpov av-rl 
llOAAWV 
0La011KT)C; K<XLVfi<; µrn[ TT)<; [ ... ] 
Savchou yEvoµEvou El<; a110Aui:pwaLV 
... [ ... J 
0 XpLai:6c; a11a~ 11poaEVEX6EL<; Etc; TO 
110AAWV rlVEVEYKELV aµapTLa<; 
Ho, everyone who thirsts, come to the waters ! 
I will make with you an everlasting covenant, 
my steadfast, sure love for David. 4 See, I 
made him a wimess to the peoples, a leader 
and conunander for the peoples. 
You are sons of the Prophets and of the 
covenant[ ... for] all the families of the earth. 
The Son of Man (cf. Dan 7:13) came to give 
His life ransom for many people. 
[the Christ] .. mediator of a new 
covenant, being given to death unto 
redemption, [ ... ] 
offered Himself once to bear the sins of 
many people. 
539 While all agree on Paul's journey to Corinth in the year 49, the difference that arises is whether to 
take the 3 years of Gal 1:18 as part of the 14 years of Gal 2:1, or prior to that period. William Shea 
argues from the logic of the narrative, that the 3 years should be counted as preceding the 14 and using 
an inclusive counting, reaching thus to the year 34. See William Shea, The 70 Weeks,.., pp. 103-104. 
Owusu-Antwi, pp. 331.370. 
540 Dan 9:21, 2 K 16:15, Ezra 9:4-5, Ps 141:2. 
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541 Ex 29:41, Nu 28:8. 
542 Ne 10:34, Lv 6:13, Nu 4:16. 
543 !Sam 2:29, 3:14, Is 19:21, Am 5:25. In LXX: 1 Esdra 5:51, Od 7:38, Dan' 3:38, 4:37. In NT: Eph 
5:2 .. 
544 Am 5:21-25, Is 1:10-15, Mi 6:6-8 et.al.. 
545 I. Jn 2:13, II. 5:1, III. 6:4, IV. 11:55-56, 19:14. John calls the Passover "the feast of the Jews." In 
Jn 5:3, however, the noun is anarthrous. But there are some manuscripts containing the definite article. 
(In this case, it could be easily lost because of the possible elision in pronunciation - h copi:h the 
feast. 
546 Bruce K. Waltke & M. O'Connor. An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Eisenbrauns, 
Winona Lake, Indiana, 1990: pp. 24. 158-160 
547 See Owusu-Antwi 327-330. In favour of this meaning he cites Sirach 38:11 ("Give a meal-offering 
with a memorial and offer a fat sacrifice to the utmost of thy means") in R. H. Charles, The Apocrypha 
and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913), 450. 
548 A. A. Bevan (A Short Commentary on the Book of Daniel. Cambridge: The University Press, 
1892: 160), Montgomery (The Book of Daniel 386), Hartman & Di Lella (240). 
549 NRS translated, in their place, as a plural, probably to agree with the double object :ii:i~~1 n:;ir, of 
the previous clause. 
55° Cf. Dan 8:23-25, 11:36-39 (cf. 2Th 2:3-4, Rev 17:5-6. 
551 See Daniel 8:13, 9:27d, 11:31, 12:11. 
552 Michael Herbert Farris, "The Formative Interpretations of the Seventy Weeks of Daniel." Ph. D. 
dissertation, University of Toronto, Canada, 1990, pp. 360-361. 
553 NRS, RSV, ASV, KJV, NAB, ELB, YLT, WEB, LSG, DRB. NEG. 
554 E.g. N'?O, l:l:ln, J':l0. Cf. Waltke & O'Connor, p. 365-366. 
555 Nah 3:6, like the variant fi?W (Lv 11:10-42 et.al.). 
556 Dt 7:26, Jer 16:18 et.al. 
557 E.g. Dt 29:16, 2 K 21:11, 23:24, Jer 50:2, Ez 37:23, Ez 30:13. 
558 E.g. Ez4:12.15, 8:10, 14:6, I K 14:10, seeBDBG 165. 
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559 An related phrase of Dan 11:36d, iinillllJ iil"1nJ ':I tllll ii?:::i-,ll (till [God's] wrath shall 
TT:-:-; TT':':'." " -- TT -
have been completely manifested, for what is determined will certainly happen) is apparently built 
from the same eschatological bricks as Is 10:22-23, 28:21-22 Q'J~;;r?:r?¥ [ ... ) ii~';'lr;m ;i7~-':i), 
about God's "strange work" of punishment against His enemies among His people, as well as against 
the adverse nations. In Dan 9:27, this consummation is applied, seemingly, to the desolated Israel: 
tl~ill-?p ll:ln ii~';'llJ~1 ;i?~-,¥1 until complete destruction, a determined punishment will be 
poured out on the desolated one. 
560 E.g. 2 S 13:20, Lam 1:13, 3:11, Is 49:8, 61:4, Dan 8:26, in Dan 9:17 with different vowels. 
561 It is possible that the term tl~fLi have in Daniel, a fientive-active meaning (desolating or 
desolator. Comp. Dan 11:40 and Is 33:1). It is quite difficult to decide which is the logical object of 
the divine punishment here. See also comments at p. 171. While the OT evidence outside the book of 
Daniel is unanimously for the meaning desolated, and the oldest translations of this last word of the 
prophecy (e.g. LXX, El , YUL) render it desolation, it is more acceptable to understand tl~fLi here 
as desolator (in agreement with NAB, NAS, RSV, NRS, ELB, LSG, NEG, et.al.), at least because 
such idea that "the desolation I destruction will be poured out ... upon the destroyed /desolated" does 
not make mush sense. The desolate/ d] is a result of desolation, or an exponent of it. To pour out 
desolation upon a desolate one, or upon desolation, is loo much. 
562 This very practical solution for the 70 weeks is also, in the old historicist thinking, the key of 
understanding the beginning of the puzzling long period of 2300 days, since the 70 weeks (490 years) 
that begin in 457 BCE are cut off thence, as the first part of the long period. This reasoning led many 
theologians, ministers and lay persons in the 19th century to expect some final event: the beginning of 
the millennium, the return of Christ, the end of this world, at the end of the 2300 prophetic days 
(years), between 1843-1847. The text of Daniel, nevertheless, does not require some measurable, 
historical fulfilment, bur the vindication or cleansing of the Sanctuary that is fully identified through 
the messianic prophecy in Daniel 9 to be the same as the celestial court of Daniel 7. 
563 The Judgment is a process including the righteous: Mt 25:31-40, Rom 14:10, ICor 4:4-5, 2Cor 
5:10, Dt 32:36, 2Ch 6:23, Ps 35:24, 75:7/8, Pr 29:14, 31:9. Christ is God's chosen Judge of all 
creation: Jn5:22, AA 17:31, Rev 19:11, Is 11:3-4. 
564 See Dar 7:10-11. The New Testament agrees on the fact that Christ at His Second Advent comes 
with His rewards: 2Cor 5:10, Rev 22:12, Is 40:10, 62:11. That means an executive Judgment, 
revealing and applying an already pronounced verdict, thus implying an examinatory judgement, 
which must have taken place some time before. Therefore it can be named The Pre-Advent 
Judgement, analogous to a court trial phase. While some phases of the Judgment, according to the 
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Revelation, those involving the lost, occur after the Second Advent (a millennial court trial tallowed 
by the final, right punishment: Rev 20:4.11-15), the most important phases occur before the Second 
Advent, involving a celestial "counting" of the saved - dead and living (Rev 6:9-11, 7:3-8, 11:1.19, 
14:7.14, Mt 22:11). The first theological insight about such a Pre-Advent judgement is attributed to 
the American Josiah Litch (1840). See C. Mervin Maxwell, "The Investigative Judgment: Its Early 
Development", in Doctrine of the Sanctuary-A Historical Survey, Frank B Holbrook, Editor, Biblical 
Research Institute, Silver Spring, MD, 1989, pp. 155. 
565 See comments on Dan 8:14 in chapter I.l.a.16, p.118. 
566 Gerhard F. Hase!, "Studies in Biblical Atonement-II The Day of Atonement," in The Sanctuary 
and the Atonement, edited by F. Holbrook, Biblical Research Institute, Silver Spring, MD, 1989, p.p. 
107-121. 
567 Rodriguez, Angel. "Significance of the Cultic Language in Daniel 8:9-14", in Symposium on 
Daniel, p. 545-549. 
568 A. Treyer, op. cit. p. 332-361. 
569 Doukhan, op. cit. pp. 182-190 quotes Rashi who interpreted Dan 8:14 as a direct reference to Yorn 
Kippur, and shows that Jews today still consider Yorn Kippur as a day of Judgment. Doukhan draws 
also the motif of the new creation (the cleansing of the world) from old rabbinical sources. 
57
° Ford, op. cit. p. 175. 
571 John Calvin, Commentaries on the Book of Prophet Daniel. vol. II, Trans Th. Myers, Calvin 
Translation Society, Edinburgh, 1852, p. 110. 
572 See P. Gerard Damsteegt, "Among Sabbatarian Adventists (1845-1850)," in Doctrine of the 
Sanctuary-A Historical Survey, Frank B Holbrook, Editor, Biblical Research Institute, Silver Spring, 
MD, 1989, pp. 29-41. 
573 P. G. Damsteegt, "Continued Clarification (1850-1863)," in Doctrine of the Sanctuary, pp. 60-84. 
574 Ibid. pp. 89-91. 103-110. 152-154. 
575 Roy Adams, The Sanctuary Doctrine, Andrews University Press, Berrien Springs, MI, 1981, pp. 
15-89. 
576 Perhaps the main Evangelical objection against this distinctive Adventist theology is that a 
Judgment of the saints imperils their security. But why be more Evangelical than the Bible itself? As 
Roy Adams says: 
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This means that an "easy gospel," one which chooses to ignore the most austere elements of 
the biblical revelation, is more likely to produce a shallow, emotional euphoria, rather than a 
deep-seated confidence and assurance. It is the undisciplined child, the one who has not been 
impressed with the need for accountability, which shows the greater tendency towards feelings 
of insecurity. The genius of the Christian gospel is not that it arbitrarily releases one from 
responsibility but that it removes the insecurity by pointing to Jesus as the universal "city of 
refuge." Perhaps tbis approach would demonstrate that the universal conception of "sanctuary" 
as a place of refuge and safety is not accidental but represents the other side of tbis need for 
Judgment. (op. cit. p. 277) 
577 R. Adams, op. cit. p. 282. 
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